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|SUBORDINATE PERCEPTION AND EVALUATION OF LEADERS

WHO DIFFER ON A PERSONAL CHARACTERISTIC: ARE

LEADERS INTERCHANGEABLE?

Jack Hays Cage

This study was designed to investigate the assumption
of contingency leadership theory that leaders are
interchangeable: subordinates use the same criteria for
evaluating leaders' effectiveness irrespective of the
leaders' personal characteristics.

Paper-and-pencil instruments based on previous work on
leadership by Vroom were created. Each story described a
leader, the subject's immediate superior, in a
decision-making situation. Every subject was exposed to one
story in which the leader was either male or female and the
context was masculine or feminine. Subjects were asked to
take the subordinate's viewpoint, evaluate the
decision-making process, offer prognosis about the outcomes,
ana assess the leader.

The data indicated that the hypotheses received little
support. Two hypotheses suggested that the leader will be
viewed as most effective when following the prescription of

Vroom's model when his/her gender and the context were
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congruent. The data demonstrated that the appropriately
participative leader was rated as more effective than the
inappropriately autocratic leader. Two other hypotheses
suggested that the leader will be viewed as most effective
when behaving stereotypically (women participatively and men
autocratically) when the leader's gender and the context
were incongruent. The data showed minor support for the
condition with female leaders.

Subsequent analyses demonstrated three trends
indicating that subjects: (a) preferred appropriately
participative leaders; (b) evaluated participative leaders
as especially competent when the leader's gender was
incongruent with the context; and (c) evaluated leaders
differently in hasculine and feminine contexts.

Further analyses established differences between
subjects who accepted the prescription of Vroom's model and
tnuose who did not; subjects who were comparatively less
successful were also those who followed the prescription of
contingency theory. These findings, when compared with the
results of an initial study, suggest that three groups who
differ in their expectations for leaders' behaviors have
been studied.

The results of this investigation cannot be used to
retute the assumption of interchangeability. Possible

causes for the lack of gender effect were explored. The




rejection of autocratic leaders, the changing preferences
witn prescription and context, and subpopulation differences

were discussed. Implications for contingency leadership

theory were outlined.
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Chapter I

INTRODUCTION

This study is an inquiry into the perception of leaders
by subordinates, and specifically, whether subordinates view
leaders as interchangeable. Subordinates' reactions to a
leader's behavior may not be due solely to the constraints
of a situation as suggested by recent contingent leadership
theories. Because people hold expectations about different
types of individuals, the personal characteristics of a
leader may interact with contextual issues and affect the
perceptions of the leader as well as evaluations of his/her
subsequent behavior. Consequently, even when the conditions
surrounding a leader's behavior are unchanged, one leader's
behavior may be perceived quite differently by subordinates
from the behavior of a second leader with different personal
characteristics. The effects of different personal
characteristics upon the perception of a leader's

effectiveness is the basis for this investigation.

Perception of Leaders by Subordinates

Recognizing the link between a leader's effectiveness
and subordinates' responses, psychologists in this century
have investigated the crucial role that subordinates play in

the leadership process. "Not only is it the follower who




accepts or rejects leadership but it is the follower who
perceives the leader and the situation and who reacts in
terms of what he perceives" (Sanford, 1956, p.4). Hollander
and Julian (1969) suggest that the study of leadership is a
process of discovering the importance of the entire system's
elements, a portion of which includes the subordinate:

In studying the effectiveness of the leader,

more emphasis should be placed on the outcomes

for the total system, including the fulfillment

of expectations held by subordinates....Not

irrelevantly, the perception of the leader held

by followers...needs closer scrutiny. In this

way, one may approach a recognition of stylistic

elements allowing given persons to be effective

leaders (p.395).

As Hollander and Julian (1969) suggest, the
investigation of subordinate perceptions of leaders could
contribute substantially to explaining why some leaders are
effective while others are not. One major attempt to
investigate the effects of leaders upon subordinates'
perceptions developed as a consequence of Kurt Lewin's
({Lewin, Lippit, and White, 1939) investigation of 'social
climates' created by authoritarian, democratic, and
laissez-faire leadership styles. In time, two dimensions of

leadership evolved. These dimensions were initiating

|
|
|
i




structure and copnsideration (Stogdill, 1963, 1969;
Schriesheim and Kerr, 1974). The result was a series of
studies on effective leadership using an instrument called
the Leadership Behavior Description Questionnaire (LBDQ).
It was aimed at identifying the behavioral correlates of
both successful and unsuccessful leader behavior. The
approach has a strong appeal. Conceivably, researchers
could identify those behaviors that successful leaders
exhibit and suggest that other leaders engage in similar
behaviors. If valid, the specification would have
tremendous effect on leadership training: 1leadership
trainers could insure success by training their charges to
behave in certain manners. More importantly, the students
would be guaranteed success.

Unfortunately, the implications of the research on the

effective leader dimensions have been unclear. No

consistent findings appear in the literature concerning
scores on the LBDQ (measures of initiating structure and
consideration) and either subsequent performance or
satisfaction. Instead, the literature on the consideration
and initiating structure dimensions demonstrates wide
differences between correlations of the criteria of
effectiveness and ratings of the concepts; +.68 to -.19 for
initiating structure and +.84 to -.52 for consideration

(Korman, 1966).




In an effort to explain these findings, several authors
{Korman, 1966; Sales, 1966) have noted that the effective
leader dimensions do not account for changing situational
contingencies. The outcomes which occur as a result of a
leader's behavior vary with changing situational
contingencies, a result not accounted for in correlational
studies of the initiating structure/consideration
dimensions. Accompanying these critiques was the growth of
contingent leadership theories which assume that a leader's
behavior interacts with the situational contingencies to
affect a range of organizational outcomes. Korman (1966)
concluded:

There is a great need for experimental research

and predictive studies oriented toward determining

the predictive significance of variation in Leader

"Consideration" and "Initiating Structure" before

they are utilized further as dependent variables

(p.355).

Fred Fiedler, one member of the school of contingent
theorists, initiated a long and very extensive line of
research in order to determine the results of interaction
among leaders and specific situational contingencies. He
(1964, 1967, 1971) assumes that a leader's effectiveness is
determined by the interaction of his/her personality

(measured by Least Preferred Co-Worker, or LPC) and

Pt IR AR AR AR MRS 73e- S o




situational favorableness (measured by three indicators:

the quality of leader-member relations, the degree of task
structure, and the power available to the leader).

LPC is considered to be a measure of the leader's
general orientation. A leader is asked to consider the
person with whom s/he 'could work least well,' and then
respond to 18 bipolar adjectives in an attempt to describe
that person. A LPC score is developed by computing the
individual scale scores. A low LPC score suggests that a

leader is task oriented indicating a low regard for the

least preferred co-worker. A high LPC score suggests the
opposite: that the leader is relationship oriented and
differentiates between the co-worker's task performance and
his/her personal worth.

Along with LPC, the evaluation of situational
favorableness is a key component to Fiedler's model.
Favorableness is measured by rating of (a) the quality of
leader-member relations, (b) the structure of the task, and
(c) the leader's position power. The relationships among
the leader and the subordinates is determined by the
latter's acceptance of the leader. The task structure is
measured by the availability of clear goals, the number of
feasible solutions, the ways to accomplish the task, and the
criteria for success. The leader's pogition power is

determined by the ability of the leader to either reward or
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punish subordinates. Fiedler evaluates the degree to which

the three situational constraints favor the leader based on
ratings of the three criteria. For example, Fiedler
suggests that a situation is most favorable for a leader
when the quality of leader-member relations is good, the
tasks are structured, and the leader controls the means to
reward and punish subordinates.

Fiedler suggests that task-oriented leaders
(demonstrated by their LPC scores) tend to perform most
effectively when the situation is either very favorable or
very unfavorable. On the other hand, relationship-oriented
leaders (again, determined by their LPC scores) tend to be
most effective in moderately favorable situations.

The results of validation studies performed on
Fiedler's model are in substantial disagreement. On the one
hand, considerable support exists for the model's validity
(Fiedler, 1971; Fiedler and Chemers, 1974; Mitchell,
Biglan, Oncken, and Fiedler, 1978), especially in field
settings (Fiedler, 1978). On the other hand, Graen,
Alvares, Orris, and Martella (1970) analyzed Fiedler's data
and questioned the results. Subsequently, Graen, Orris, and
Alvares (1971) were unable to replicate Fiedler's

predictions.
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i Fiedler's model is not without flaws. First, the

concept of LPC is poorly defined. Fiedler and Chemers

-
- -

(1974) acknowledge that LPC fails to meaningfully correlate

g with the measures of other personality traits or scores of

S e
.

behavioral measures. Second, and more troubling, is the
practical utility of the Fiedler model. The concepts of
'‘organizationsl engineering' (Fiedler, 1967) and
'leader-match' (Fiedler, Chemers, and Mahar, 1976) suggest
that leaders should be placed into situations that are
favorable in terms of their LPC and then rotated as the
situation changes. 1Ideally, leaders can be placed into
positions that are rated as favorably matching their LPC.
The leader should be immediately changed when the favorable
match no longer exists. Practically, such an approach is
often difficult if not impossible to carry out.

Victor Vroom, a second major proponent of the
contingent school of leadership, disagrees with Fiedler.
Vroom accepts several assumptions that are inherently

different from those made by Fiedler. First, Vroom focuses

on the specific problem faced by the leader instead of the

generalized favorableness of the situation. Second, the

A T..T! :ntsw-rn’_, LA
M i, K
e -

i . leader's behavior, not personality, is assumed to affect
his/her success. Vroom suggests that his model of
leadership is of greater practical value since the leader's

behavior may be altered by training instead of continual
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rotation. The next section describes Vroom's model.

Yroom's Model of Leadership

Vroom and Yetton's (1973) approach to contingency
theory focuses on the problem of including subordinates in
the decision-making process to achieve highly accepted, high
quality decisions. The deductive model synthesizes the
pertinent findings in the leadership literature,
particularly those studies in which researchers described
the effect of participation on subordinate acceptance and
decision quality. Vroom hypothesizes that the leader's
behavior and the specific situational factors that s/he
faces interact to affect the leader's success. Vroom and
Yetton assume that successful leaders alter their behavior
depending on specific situational contingencies, or 'problem
attributes.'

Vroom, as well as other contingency theorists,
implicitly accept five potentially troublesome assumptions
about subordinates (Heilman and Hornstein, 1981). The five

assumptions are:

(a) The Assumption of an Implicit Theory. Subordinates
have an implicit theory of leadership that guides their
evaluation of the leader;

(b) The Assumption of Ahistorical Posture.




Subordinates assume an orthogonal independence between
the leader's responses in different situations;

(c) The Assumption of Complete Information.
Subordinates are assumed to have the same information

as the leader and process it the same way;

(d) The Assumption that Leaders are Interchangeable.
Subordinates are assumed to use the same criteria for i
evaluating all leaders regardless of personal

characteristics;

(e) The Assumption of Interchangeable Context.
Subordinates apply the same rules to leader behavior
uninfluenced by the organizational context surrounding

the encounter.

No researchers to date have investigated the validity of
these assumptions about subordinates.

Vroom's model deals with the degree of participation
that a leader/manager allows his or her subordinates. Vroom

provides clear prescriptions for the leader's behavior in

e Fer
" Y
a

various situations. The model contains three components:

(a) problem attributes, (b) a decision tree, and (c) a

¢

taxonomy of Jdecision processes.

T T
—

First, Vroom identifies seven problem attributes that
serve as criteria for selecting the appropriate decision

process., The selected process should provide for the
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highest probability of achieving a gQuality decision and
subordinate acceptance. The problem attributes, in question

form, are:

1. Does the problem possess a quality requirement?
2. Do 1 have sufficient information to make a high
quality decision?

3. Is the problem structured?

4. Is acceptance of the decision by subordinates
important for effective implementation?

5. If I were to make the decision by myself, am I
reasonably certain that it would be accepted by my
subordinates?

6. Do subordinates share the organizational goals
to be attained in solving this problem?

7. Is conflict among subordinates likely in

preferred solutions?

Second, Vroom developed a decision tree (1973) to guide
users through the seven problem attributes that are arranged
along the top of the tree. The leader's answers to the
seven questions ('Yes' or 'No') direct him/her along the
branches of the tree to a list of decision prccesses. The
tree's branches are constructed based upon a set of rules
(Vroom and Yetton, 1573, pp.32-37) that insures the

conditions of the problem attributes are met. The rules
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omit decision processes that have the greatest potential for
a poorly accepted, low quality outcome. The resulting
decisions are defined as the 'feasible set'--the methods
that remain after rule-violating processes are eliminated.
The feasible set includes only the processes that will
potentially result in highly accepted, high guality
decisions.

Third, Vroom identifies a series of decision processes
that vary in the degree to which subordinates participate in
decision-making. Vroom's group decision processes are

listed in Appendix E.

Research on Vroom's Model

Vrocem specifies the procedures that a leader ghould
take when fac;d with a certain set of situational
contingencies. The capability to accurately prescribe
specific behaviors that will have a high probability of
success in any given situation is appealing. Leaders and
managers would have the ability to determine the appropriate
decision process they should use in every situation. The
research on Vroom's model, however, is conflicting. A
number of authors (Hill and Schmidt, 1977; Jago and Vroom,
1978; Margerison and Glube, 1979; Vroom 1976a, 1976b;
Vroom and Yetton, 1973) provide support for the model.

Vroom and Yetton (1973), for example, used a process of

— o misiebesedbuliller A2,
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validation called ‘recalled problem.' They prompted more
than 500 managers to write descriptions of a recently
encountered problem, and also to answer questions that
paralleled the model's problem attributes. Though
differences between the model and the leader's behaviors
abound, the processes that the managers used approximated
the feasible set two-thirds of the time.

Vroom and his colleagues have developed several sets of
research, diagnostic and training materials that parallel
the model. One type of material consist of problem
sets—-sets of stories or cases that each describe one
leader, described as the respondent, in a decision-making
situation. The cases evolved from over 600 written
descriptions provided by managers. Eighty cases were
selected and edited by Vroom and Yetton. Trained observers w
then blindly scored the problem attributes of each case. 1If
all raters coded the attributes of a story in the same
manner, the case was retained. The process continued until

all judges were unanimous in their evaluation of every

case's attributes. Every case's feasible set was determined
from the model. When using the problem set, the respondent
is asked to circle the letter referring to the
decision-making process that s/he would use in the described

situation. Each story has one or more theoretically correct

responses, the feasible set, and the respondent is evaluated
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based on his/her responses to either 38 or 54 stories. Many
of these cases have been standardized through carefully
developed procedures (Vroom and Yetton, 1973).

Jago and Vroom (1978), in a study using the
standardized cases to determine the validity of the model,
reasoned that a response to c problem presented in a
standardized case would be similar to the subject's behavior
in a structurally-similar actual problem (p.716). The
results demonstrated that the correlation between statements
of the respondents' 'successful' actual behavior and their
behavioral intent -on the problem sets was moderately
positive (r = .37, p < .8l) while 'unsuccessful' actual
behavior and behavioral intent was insignificant (r = .13).
The model, based on these results, appears to be a good
predictor and guide for decision-making in organizational
settings.

Vroom's model as well as validation studies used to
support the model, however, are not without fault. First,
the model is incomplete since it merely deals with
decision-making procedure, and not with interpersonal style
and behavior. 1Interestingly, Maier (1963), from whom Vroom
and Yetton draw heavily, concerned his work with not only
decision-making but also the skills necessary to carry them
out in an organization. Second, the attempts to validate

the model are flawed by concurrent subjective validation.
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In both the earlier and later attempts to validate the
model, Vroom and others required subjects to self-report
problems, attributes, the process used, as well as the
outcomes of the decision--effectiveness, quality, and
acceptance. It is possible that respondents bias the cases
by selection (choosing a successful, well received decision
process) and by their description of the actual situation
and outcome. Third, the research is potentially biased by a
social desirability effect. It is conceivable that managers
report that they use more participative processes than they
actually apply in a work setting. This effect could be
caused by the current emphasis on participative leadership.
The results would, in part, verify a model that was
participatively biased. Fourth, the use of standardized
cases, though convenient for Vroom, is troublesome in terms
of the results. The cases were carefully developed to
preclude ambiguity in their description of the situation
facing a leader. The extreme clarity has little to do with
the ambiguity of management in organizations and thus

undermines the ability to generalize the results.

Implicit Theory of Leadership

The assumptions of contingent leadership outlined above
served as the initial focus for a study investigating the

perception of leaders by subordinates. Specifically, an
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initial study (Hornstein, Heilman, and Cage, in preparation)
was conducted to examine the assumption that subordinates
have an implicit theory of leadership. Vroom's standardized
cases are interesting for his purposes but also stand as
useful instruments to investigate subordinates' perceptions
of leaders. Vroom's cases were modified to describe the
manager as the subject’'s immediate superior.

Each of twenty-five subjects read six cases. These
cases were divided into two groups; the autocratic (AI)
decision-making process was theoretically prescribed for
three stories while the participative (GII) process was
prescribed for the other three. The manager described in
each case used one of three decision-making processes (AI,
CII, or GII) for e ch of the two types of prescribed
processes {(autocratic and participative). The design is
depicted in Figure 1.

The procedure provides two cells in which the
prescribed and actual behaviors co-occur: cells 1 and 6,
both marked 'congruence' in Figure 1. 1In other words, the
leaders described in the first column are presented with
certain situations that would theoretically require an
autocratic decision process (AI) from the leader. Thus, a 3
X 2 within-subjects design presented the prescribed behavior
(either AI or GII) and the leader's agctual behavior (AI,

CII, or GII) as the independent variables. 1In presenting
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Experimental Conditions--Initial Study

Al
ACTUAL
BEHAVIOR
CIiI
GII

PRESCRIBED BEHAVIOR

AUTOCRATIC (AI)

PARTICIPATIVE (GII)

CELL 1 CELL 4
Congruence
CELL 2 CELL 5
CELL 3 CELL 6
Congruence
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the stories to subjects, prescribed and 'actual' behaviors
were completely counterbalanced to preclude ordering
effects.

The dependent variables in the study were measured by a
series of twenty-one, nine-point bipolar adjective scales.
These were created to assess several different issues. The
success of this effort was confirmed using a reliability
analysis program which determined that five of the scales
formed a dependent measure (alpha = .935) reflecting the
subjects' evaluation of the decision process in response to
the request: "Indicate your judgments of the
decision-making procedure this manager is using." A sixth
scale measured the subjects' evaluation of the process'
effects on subordinate morale in response to the same
request. Three separate scales measured the subjects'
prognostication of the outcome in response to the question
"Wwhen all is said and done, what is your guess about the
decision that will be made?" The three dimensions were:

(a) low quality/high quality, (b) accepted/rejected by most,
and (c) good for the organization/bad for the organization.
The final group of scales measured three personal dimensions
of the leader based on the request "Characterize the manager
in the story using the following scales.™ The three
dimensions were: (a) likeability (alpha = .736), (b)

drive/activity (alpha = .868), and (c) competence (alpha =
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.878). If Vroom and others are correct in terms of leader
effectiveness, the cells with the convergent behavior should
be rated more positively than those with divergent behavior.
In other words, the respondents should evaluate the fit
between the situational contingencies and the leadership
process more positively when it matched Vroom's
prescription-—an autocratic leader behavior in an autocratic
situation and a participative behavior in a participative
situation,

The affective dimensions (morale, resistance/acceptance
of the decision, and the leader's likeability) were not
expected to demonstrate the same pattern. The results were
expected to demonstrate a main effect for the leader's
behavior. The affective dimensions about the process or the
leader should be dependent entirely upon the behavior
exhibited rather than the interaction of situational factors
with exhibited behavior. Managers using an authoritarian
style should be liked less, seen as more driving, and more
likely to produce resistance than those using a
participative style. The participative leader, then, was
expected to be viewed as developing the highest morale,
causing the least resistance, and being highly liked by
subordinates; the opposite effect was expected for the

autocratic leader.

D
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The results of the study supported the expectations.
On the egffective dimensions--evaluations of the decision
process, prognostication of outcome, and the leader's
competence and activity/potency--subjects responded most
favorably when prescribed and actual behaviors jointly
occurred (cells one and six) and least favorably when the
behaviors were diametrically opposed (cells three and four).

On the affective dimensions (morale, resistance to the

process, and the leader's likeability), subjects responded

most favorably to the participative leader, followed by the

consulative and autocratic leaders, respectively. A
significant main effect for the leader's behavior was
demonstrated for the three affective dimensions.

In the study, only the first of Vroom's assumptions was
investigated: subordinates hold an implicit theory of
leadership. The results provide excellent support in these
data. The validity of the assumption, however, can not be
closed. The procedure that was used precludes making more
definitive statements. Furthermore, the nature and
procedure of the first study precluded investigation of
Vroom's other assumptions: all subjects had the same
information as the described leaders (information
assumption); different leaders were described in each case
{(ahistorical assumption); the contexts were not controlled

(interchangeable context assumption; the leaders were not
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described in terms of personal characteristics

(interchangeability assumption). The last assumption of
leader interchangeability is the principle concern of this
investigation. Subordinate perceptions of leaders with
different personal characteristics conceivably affect the
appropriateness of the leader's use of the Vroom model.
People may hold expectations about people with certain
personal characteristics--men, women, blacks, and so on.
The expectations may cause the game behavior, performed
under the same conditions, to be perceived and evaluated
differently when performed by leaders with different

personal characteristics.

Leader Interchangeability

In the study outlined above, the leader's behavior and
its match with the situation are the subjects' primary
sources of information about the actor. 1In other words, the
cases describe the context and the individual's behavior.
The research in person perception (Schneider, Hasdorf, and
Ellsworth, 1979), however, suggests that context, behavior,
and persopnal characteristics contribute to the observer's
information about the actor. People have characteristics
(size, shape, age, gender, etc.) that uniquely define them.
Furthermore, observers develop expectations due to the

actor's personal characteristics and expect to find these
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attributes associated with these personal characteristics in
the future. For example, a woman with bleached, blond hair
is often stereotyped as a 'bimbo'--a fun-loving, but rather
simple-minded soul. An observer, however, rarely makes a
stereotyped judgment based solely upon the actor's personal
characteristics. More typically, an observer simultaneously
views an actor's personal characteristics, behavior, and the
context or environment. Observers are commonly involved
with making these stereotyped judgements as well as drawing
inferences from the actor's behavior in the defined context
(Jones and Davis, 1965; Jones et al., 1972). Thus, the
addition of information about the leader's personal
characteristics may alter subordinates' pe;ceptions of the
appropriateness of the leader's behavior; leaders may not
be interchangeable.

If a leader's personal characteristics affected the
appropriateness of his/her behavior, it would have serious
theoretical and practical consequences for Vroom's model.
First, subordinates reactions to a leader's behavior may be
a function of the situation, the leader's behavior, as well
as the leader's personal characteristics. Conceptions of
how various leaders operate or typically behave may have &
tremendous effect on a leader's effectiveness. This finding
would greatly qualify Vroom's ability to prescribe decision

processes based solely on the situational contingencies.

4
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Second, managers may be required to limit their behavioral
range due to subordinates' expectations for their behavior.
Managers, for example, with certain personal characteristics
may be unable to effectively behave autocratically.

So far, we have hypothesized the effects of describing
leader characteristics in conjunction with the context and
his/her behavior. The prescriptive value of Vroom's model
was outlined; it specifies the best decision process to use
when confronted with specific contingencies to insure
decision quality and acceptance. What happens when a leader
behaves in line with Vroom's prescription but contrary to
the expectations generated by the context and the leader's
personal characteristics? The psychological process that
mediates the subordinate's perception and evaluation of a

leader is the subject of the next section.

Model of Leader Interchangeability

The first elements of the model of interchangeability
are stereotypes and stereotyped expectations. Stereotypes
are sets of characteristics implicitly assumed to fit a
group of people. Observers place actors into categories
based on some easily perceived characteristic such as age,
gender, ethnicity, and so on (Tagiuri, 1968). Stereotypes

about categories of people, to include leaders, are

implicit--they are inherent to the person based on prior
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experience. Stereotypes are important in person perception
and appear to exist for two reasons. First, stereotypes
serve to assist observers in making sense of the world.
Second, observers store information into category groups.
The categories serve to subdivide the sum of the available
information about an actor into fewer, yet broader groups.
There are, for example, stereotypes of policemen, college
professors, and blacks. Furthermore, certain
characteristics are attributed to the actors besides those
clearly observered. A problem with the use of stereotypes
is overgeneralization--'evervopne with a given characteristic
has a certain quality.' The use of stereotypes does not
necessarily cause inaccuracy. In fact, stereotypes
sometimes provide the observer with more accurate
information than would otherwise be possible. Locksley et
al. (198P) suggest that "social stereotypes affect
judgements of individuals about whom little else is known,

besides their social category" (p.838).

The issue of stereotypes and their effect on
subordinate perception of leaders leads to three
implications. First, situations exist in which subordinates
know little about a leader. For example, subordinates with

a newly assigned leader with whom the group has no
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experience know little about the manager but his/her social
category. Until the leader and subordinates interact, the
subordinates have little information. In this case,
subordinates rely on stereotypes to provide them information
about the new member of their organization. Second,
stereotypes affect the perception of subsequent behavior by
the stereotyped leader. Subordinates conceivably view a
leader differently if additional information is available
about him/her. A black leader may be perceived as
especially active or as behaving in a stereotyped manner
(Taylor et al, 1978). In other words, the available

categories into which the leader can be placed often bias

subsequent perceptions of the leader (Schneider, Hasdorf,
and Ellsworth, 1979). Thus, the effects of stereotyping
continue to occur even after leaders and subordinates meet.
Third, the subsequent behavior of a distinct leader is
particularly salient to a subordinate. People are selective
to what they attend. Information that stands out from the
environment often develops into associative relationships
with other information. The young new chief executive
officer of the corporation sticks out; we are surprised
that he is so young and inexperienced, and we observe his
actions closely. Similarly, if a subordinate is surprised
(expectations are not met) to see a particular type of

leader, the subordinate views the leader and his/her




behavior as particularly salient.

Context

A second critical element of the model is context--the
situational or external factors that potentially affect a
person. The context is important in terms of person
perception since it provides crucial information to the
observer, 1In order to operate efficiently, an observer must
categorize the environment/context. Two such classification
schemes are (a) physical features, and (b) cultural
features. Physical features refer to any tangible condition
that inhibits or fosters certain actions. Cultural features
include socially imposed conditions:that facilitate or
inhibit certain actions or behaviors. Either physical or
cultural features of the context conceivably affect the way
subordinates perceive and evaluate a leader's actions. The
organizational climate and the normative method of operation
can alter the way a leader behaves and the way s/he is
perceived., There may be certain contexts in which
autocratic behavior is accepted and even endorsed.
Participative behavior in this environment would be viewed
as weak or vacillating irrespective of theitheoretical
considerations of contingent leadership models. On the
other hand, the norms of certain contexté mandate

participative methods. The theoretically appropriate
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autocratic behavior would be rejected out of hand. 1In both
situations, the contexts or specifically the expectations of
observers in the contexts modify the theoretical

appropriateness and acceptance of leaders' behavior.

Appropriateness

Physical and cultural features of the context serve to
provide a person with a sense of appropriateness--what goes
with what. Appropriateness, the third component in the
model, refers to a match between the constraints of the
context and the behavior of the actor or the context and the
person's characteristic (Heider, 1958). An observer will
judge the match between the context and the person's
characteristic in one of two directions--inappropriate or
appropriate. An jinappropriate match between context and
personal characteristic is unexpected. Observers normally
expect a person to operate in the context that is physically
and culturally acceptable; an inappropriate match causes
the observer to ask 'why.' The personal characteristic, the
salient stimuli, is further matched against the person's
behavior. A match between the subordinate's expectations
for a leader with the given characteristic and their
behavior is perceived favorably. If, on the other hand, the
behavior does not match their expectations for the leader's

personal characteristic, the perception is negative. An
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appropriate match between personal characteristic and
context results in the situation becoming the salient
stimulus instead of the person's characteristic. The effect
of this match would be similar to the outcomes of the
initial study outlined above: observers evaluate the fit
between the situation and the leader's/actor's behavior. If
the leader's behavior matches the subordinate's implicit
theory of leadership, the subsequent evaluation of the
leader will be favorable; the reverse applies as well.

Thus far, the concepts of stereotypes and contexts have
been described in general terms. The components of the
model apply to any personal characteristic that engenders a
stereotype. Clearly, several types of categories exist in
which specifics can be generated e.g., age, ethnicity, or
gender. For the purposes of this study, however, gender
will be used as the vehicle to propel the discussion and

investigation.

Gender Difference

In this study, gender, a personal characteristic, and
Vroom's model of leadership are used to investigate whether
or not subordinates implicitly view leaders as
interchangeable. The selection of gender is not made
arbitrarily. First, the literature on gender differences is

well developed. Several researchers (Anastasi and Foley,

—
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1949; Fernberger, 1948; FKomarovsky, 1956; Maccoby, 1966;
McKee and Sherriffs, 1957; Seward, 1946; Wylie, 1961) have
studied gender stereotypes. Others have investigated
masculine and feminine contexts through sex-typed jobs
(Cohen and Bunker, 1976; Epstein, 1970; Touhey, 1974a,
1974b). Second, the topic of gender differences and
leadership is currently of pragmatic importance in
organizational life. Third, studies (Abramowitz,
Abramowitz, Jackson, and Gomes, 1973; Garrett, Ein, and
Tremaine, 1977; Nowacki and Poe, 1973) suggest that the
aforementioned stereotypes of men and women are pervasive
throughout our culture. The last point is crucial to this
investigation: I assume that gender stereotypes exist in
the target population and that they affect the perception of
a leader's effectiveness.

The model presented above outlined the way that
personal characteristics and context interact to
differentially affect an observer's perception of an actor.
This interaction between context and personal characteristic
is the focus in the investiéation of leader
interchangeability. 1In other words, subordinates evaluate
the match between a leader's personal characteristic and the
context prior to evaluating the leader's subsequent
behavior. The model of leader interchangeability used broad

definitions of personal characteristics and contexts. For
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the purpose of this study, gender is used as the critical
personal characteristic while sex-typed jobs serve as the
related contexts. Each of these concepts--gender

stereotypes and sex-typed jobs--is reviewed.

Gender Stereotypes

Stereotypes about woman and men have a long history.
Throughout the history of Western civilization, women have
been viewed in one of two ways: (a) inferior to men, or (b)
frail and in need of protection (Hunter, 1976). Heilman
(forthcoming) suggests that the myth of feminine inferiority
has its roots in both Greek and early Judeo-Christian roots.
Greeks excluded women from political and social activities.
Judeo-Christian teachings, to include the Bible, describe
women as property-—either of their fathers or husbands. The
second view--women as frail--draws its roots from France of
the seventeenth century. "A woman now became man's
inspiration to excellence and his duty to protect. 1Instead
of being regarded as lowly, she was put on a pedestal"
(Heilman, forthcoming, pp.3-4). The pedestal was, in
reality, a curse: it underscored a perceived weakness in
women and assured their continued 'second sex' status.

One is not surprised to f£ind that the research on
gender stereotypes demonstrates that men and women are

viewed differently., Women, for example, are assumed: (a)
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to lack career orientation, (b) to lack leadership
potential, (c) undependable, (d) emotionally less stable
than men, (e) less aggressive, and (f) dependent (Bass,
Krusell, and Alexander, 1971; Broverman, Vogel, Broverman,
Clarkson, and Rosenkrantz, 1972). On the other hand, men
are expected to demonstrate the opposite traits; observers
are surprised when they do not. Yet the stereotyped
feminine attributes are viewed as less desirable than
masculine attributes (Rosenkrantz, Vogel, Bee, Broverman,
and Broverman, 1968). Male attributes that are associated
with industry and competition, especially in the work place,
are perceived as more valuable than feminine attributes that
include interpersonal skills and nurturance.

Much of the work on feminine stereotypes and
particularly those concerning women leaders was conducted in
the 1968s. Granted, much has occurred in the 1970s to alter
perceptions of women: the Equal Rights Amendment, the
Womens' Liberation Movement, the growth of women's studies
in colleges and universities, and concern about sexist
children's literature. Several researchers cite evidence
that traditional stereotypes are changing. Kravetz (1976)
demonstrated that women are less likely to accept

traditional feminine stereotypes than in the past.
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Sex-Typed Jobs

Feminine and masculine stereotypes affect the way that
observers perceive and evaluate people. More specifically,
sex-typed jobs affect the perception of the job and the
actor in that occupation. For example, an observer expects
to see a male rather than a female infantryman climbing out
of a foxhole. 1In this case, the physical and cultural
features of the context suggest that a male's strength,
endurance, and lesser degree of personal risk better fit the
requirements. Women are, however, expected to be housewives
or to select and occupy traditional 'feminine' occupations
that do not require long training periods and allow them
breaks in continuity while caring for children at home
(safilios-Rothschild, 1979, p.43). Some of these
traditional occupations include nursing, elementary
education, and library science (Schlossberg and Goodman,
1972). These positions also are assumed to require the
skills and attributes commonly attributed to women (Heilman,
forthcoming, p.6). 'Feminine' sex-typed jobs normally bring
with them lower pay and occupational prestige. The more
powerful, prestigious, and better paying jobs, such as

management positions, are often assumed to be beyond a

woman's capabilities,
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As with feminine stereotypes, perceptions of

appropriate jobs for male and females are changing.
Thornton and Freedman (1979) found that over 75% of young
women in the United States reject the notion that some work
is meant for men while some is meant solely for women.
women. Another indication is the fact that in the period
from 1971 to 1976 the number of women in MBA programs in
American universities tripled (Werner, 1979). Yet the
majority of all women managers remain in lower level
management positions (Baron, 1977).

One would expect that the traditional feminine
stereotypes are incompatible with the concept of
management—--a masculine sex-typed job. The feminine
stereotype centers on women's greater interpersonal
affiliation and lower levels of competence; these
attributes do not match those expected to be exhibited by
managers. In an attempt to explore this issue, scores of
studies were conducted to investigate gender differences in
management (Bass, 198l1; Riger and Galligan, 1988; Terborg,
1977). Schein (1973, 1975) found that the attributes
associated with management or leadership were considered
masculine rather than feminine., O'Leary (1974) and
McClelland (1965) determined that women described themselves
as possessing traits substantially different from those

associated with successful management. Bowman, Worthy, and
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Greyser (1965), in survey design research, discovered that
women were perceived as making inferior leaders. More ]
recently, Frantzve (1979) found a positive relationship
between scores on the Bem Sex-Role Inventory and subsequent
emergence as a leader in leaderless groups. As with other f
stereotypes, observers react toward an actor partially due
to personal characteristics and partially as a result of the
actor's behavior. Similarly, Baynes and Newton (1978)

report that subordinates respond to a woman leader in part

because of feminine stereotypes and partially due to her

behavior. Women leaders face a dilemma: they must behave
in ways that are stereotyped as appropriate for women and
for managers/leaders. If the two conflict, the subordinate

views the conflict and resolves the dilemma personally. The

female leader is expected to act in a manner that is
effective interpersonally but not stereotyped as masculine
i.e., directive, aggressive, etc.
Stereotypes appear to make a difference in subordinate
perceptions of women leaders. Several researchers, however,
f{ suggest that the situation or context within which the -

: female leader operates serves to mediate the effects of
feminine stereotypes. As with other authors (Locksley et
al, 1980), Terborg and Ilgen (1975) found that subordinate
attitudes toward female leaders were related to the leader's

subsequent behaviors only when subordinates had no other

[P - e~ AL




34

information about the leader. "Knowledge of stereotypes

will only be useful when relevant situational conditions

o that facilitate and minimize the expression of stereotypes
are specified" (Terborg, 1977, pp.649-650). One important
dimension to explore in terms of subordinate perceptions of
female leaders is the effect of job related information:
the female leader's behavior in the occupational context.

1 One theme in management literature focuses on the congruence

between the perception of female stereotypes and behavior in

masculine sex-typed jobs (Terborg, 1977). In general, women

E are perceived to behave incongruently when adopting a

| threatening (Rosen and Jerdee, 1975) or highly structured

approach (Bartol and Butterfield, 1976) in a masculine

sex-typed job,

In the latter study, the researchers asked college
students to evaluate the behavior of four leaders each
demonstrating one of the following behavioral patterns: (a)
initiating structure, (b) consideration, (c) production
emphasis, and (d) tolerance for freedom. Both male and
female leaders were depicted. The results demonstrated that
4': the leader's gender affected how the different leadership
' styles were perceived and evaluated. 1In the study, men were
viewed as more effective wher adopting a structured approach
and women when adopting a considerate approach. 1In this

study, the stereotype--male or female description--and job
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related information~-the leader's behavior in the managerial
(masculine) context--provided the bases for the
subordinates' evaluation of the leader. The findings
suggest that subordinates' perceptions of effective
leadership behavior in a managerial context differ with the
leader's gender.

In the Bartol and Butterfield (1976) study, the
managerial positions described appear to reflect masculine
sex-typed occupations. The results can be viewed as the
perceptions of male and female leaders operating in a
masculine context. If, for example, the context within
which a female leader operates is perceived as feminine, the
leader's personal characteristic and job would be perceived
as congruent--both are stereotyped feminine. The model of
leader interchangeability suggests that the interaction of a
personal characteristic and a context in which the match is
perceived as appropriate will result in the gituatijon
becoming salient. A woman working in a dental clinic would
be perceived as congruent in terms of personal
characteristic and context. 1In this situation, the
situational contingencies become salient, not the leader's
gender. A subordinate's evaluation of her effectiveness
would depend upon the match between the situational
contingencies and her behavior. 1If, however, the

interaction of gender and context is perceived as
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inappropriate, the person's gender becomes salient. For
example, a woman mahager in a steel mill may be viewed as
operating in an inappropriate context; the leader's gender
becomes salient for observers. Her behavior will be
evaluated in terms of its match with the subordinate's
stereotyped expectations for a woman. The res:lts would
probably parallel those obtained by Bartol and Butterfield
(1976): male leaders evaluated as most effective when
directive and female leaders viewed as most effective when

considerate.

Purpose

The purpose of this study is to investigate the effects
of a leader's personal characteristic in different contexts
on subordinates' evaluations cof the leader's effectiveness;
do subordinates perceive leaders as interchangeable? The
primary measures will consist of subjects' differential
ratings of the described male and female leaders'
effectiveness in masculine and feminine contexts. Subjects
will evaluate a manager's personal characteristics in
context and then the leader's behavior matched with either:
(a) the leader's personal characteristic, or (b) the
Bituational contingencies. The results of the two
evaluation processes conceivably affect the subordinate's

perception of the leader and his/her effectiveness.




PR

37

Hypothesis 1

The model suggests that leaders will be viewed as most
effective when the leader's: (a) personal characteristic
matches the subordinate's expectations in the context, and
(b) the leader's behavior matches the prescription of
Vroom's model. Furthermore, leaders will be evaluated as
less effective when the leader's (a) personal characteristic
matches the subordinate's expectations in that context, and

{b) behavior fails to match Vroom's model.

Hypothesis la. Male managers/leaders in a masculine
context will be rated positively when they behave as
prescribed by Vroom's model. The subjects will demonstrate
higher scores in the theoretically appropriate cells
(AI-AI/GII-GII) than in the theoretically inappropriate

cells (AI-GII/GII-AI).

Hypothesis lb. Female managers/leaders in a feminine
context will be rated positively when they behave as :
prescribed by Vroom's model. The subjects will demonstrate

higher scores in the theoretically appropriate cells

(AI~-AI/GII-GII) than in the theoretically inappropriate

cells (AI-GII/GII-AI).




.~f@ﬂ_~f”ﬁ”"lﬂﬂt

K

38

Hypothesis 2

The model suggests that leaders will be evaluated as
most effective when the leader's (a) personal characteristic
does not match the subordinate's expectations in the
context, and (b) behavior matches the subordinate's
expectations of the leader's personal characteristics.
Leaders will be viewed as less effective when a mismatch
occurs between both the leader’s: (a) personal
characteristic and the context, and (b) personal

characteristic and behavior.

Hypothesis 2a. Female managers/leaders in a masculine
context will be rated as more effective when they behave in
a stereotyped manner (participative) than when they behave
contingently--as prescribed by Vroom. The subjects will
demonstrate higher scores in the participative behavior

{GII) conditions than in the autocratic (AI) conditions.

Hypothesis 2b. Male managers/leaders in a feminine
context will be rated as more effective when they behave in
a stereotyped manner (autocratic) than when they behave as
prescribed by Vroom. The subjects will demonstrate higher
scores in the autocratic behavior conditions (Al) than in

the participative (GII) conditions.
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Chapter 11

METHOD OF JYNVESTIGATION

Overview of the Procedure

Each subject was exposed to one experimental condition
in a questionnaire format. Each condition described a
leader, the respondent's immediate superior, in a
decision-making situation. Four independent variables were
manipulated in a 2 X 2 X 2 X 2 factorial design: (a) the
context within which the situation occurred (masculine or
feminine), (b) the leader's gender (male or female), (c¢) the
situational contingencies requiring autocratic or
participative behavior, and {d) the leader's behavior in
response to the situation (autocratic or participative).
The dependent measures were subject ratings on bipolar
adjective scales designed to assess the effectiveness of
decision-making processes as well as affective responses to

the leader him/herself.

Subjects

368 male students in MBA programs participated in the
experiment. They were approached in their classes and the
research was described as an investigation about "behavior

in the workplace."™ Subjects were told that the

e
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questionnaire would take approximately six minutes to
complete and that their participation was strictly
voluntary. Payment was neither offered nor rendered.

The subjects ovemed resonably well distributed on a
number of dimensions: (a) the mean age of the subjects was
33.8 (range: 21-58); (b) the mean income was $34,696
(range: $3000-$106,000); (c) the modal educational level
was that of a bachelors degree (66.1% held bachelors degrees
while 33.9% held graduate degrees); (d) 86.2% of the
respondents were white, 1.7% were hispgnic, ;3% were Puerto
Rican, 4.0% were Oriental, .3% were Mexican-Chicano, and
3.7% were black; (e) the mean number of actual subordinates
per subject was 7.82 (range: @ to 188); (f) the mean
rating on occupational prestige was 53.9 (range: 24 to 78)
using the NORC (Siegel, 1971) Occupational Prestige Scale.
The subiect were affiliated with the following business
schools: (a) Mercy College-Dobbs Ferry (33); (b)
Fairley-Dickinson (279); (c) New York University (3@); and
(d) Columbia University (26). No obvious differences in
responses emerged among these groups and they were collapsed

into one for purposes of analysis.
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The experiment was conducted in approximately 30
sessions in a two week period with group size averaging 15
subjects. Scheduling was arranged with individual
préfessors at each university. In each classroom, the
subjects were briefed about the researcher and his
affiliation with Columbia University. The subjects were
told that the purpose of the study was to investigate
behavior in the workplace and that the present study was the
second in a series. They were then clearly informed that
participation was strictly voluntary and had no relationship
to their course work.

The instruments/questionnaires were randomly arranged
prior to entering the class. The questionnaires were then
distributed and the subjects were given no further
instructions by the experimenter until the experiment ended.
All necessary instructions were provided on the first two
pages of the instrument.

Fifteen potential subjects refused to participate in
the experiment. Their instruments were collected and used
in another class.

The experiment ended when all subjects in each class
completed the demographic sheet at the last page of the

questionnaire. All subjects were then debriefed on the

Mot
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purpose of the study and asked not to discuss the content of

the stories with other classmates.

Research Design

The experimental design was a 2 X 2 X 2 X 2
between-subjects factorial. Four independent variables were
each manipulated in two ways: (a) context
(masculine/feminine), (b) leader gender (male/female), (c)
prescribed behavior or the situation
(autocratic/participative), and (d) the leader's behavior
(autocratic/participative). Eight dependent measures were
used to rate the subject's perceptions about: (a) the
decision process, (b) the decision's quality, (c¢) the
potential benefit to the organization, (d) the leader's
activity/potency, (e) the leader's competence, (f) the
leader's likeability, (g) the effect on morale, and (h)

potential resistance to the decision.

E . tal Manipulati

Context

In this study, context is defined by the occupation of
the described leader. Three issues were investigated to
determine the masculine and feminine sex-typed jobs or
occupations to be used: (a) what jobs are dominated by

males and females, (b) what do people believe about the

|
.



e

43

'masculinity' or 'femininity' of these jobs, and (c¢) what
degree of occupational prestige is associated with each job
or occupation.

The first issue focuses on the distribution of males
and females in certain occupations. A list of sex-typed
jobs was developed from a review of the literature (Cohen
and Bunker, 1976; Heilman, forthcoming; Touhey, 1974a,
1974b). Using Table 221 in the 197¢ census (U.S. Bureau of
the Census, 1973), the percentage of each gender in four
different occupations was developed--two masculine and two
feminine. A job was deemed predominantly masculine, for
example, if over 75% of the members holding that job were
men (Garrett, Ein, and Tremain, 1977). The four occupations
and the percentage of males and females, respectively,
holding the jobs are: (a) agricultural scientist (92%) and
systems analyst (89%), and (b) kindergarten teacher (98%)
and dental hygienist (94%). Thus, males predominantly hold
positions as agricultural scientist and systems analysts
while women usually hold positions as kindergarten teachers
and dental hygienists.

The second issue concerns the way people think about
certain jobs/occupations in terms of masculinity and
femininity. A brief questionnaire similar to the one used
by Cash, Gillen, and Burns (1977) was developed: three

bipolar adjectives scales were used to determine the

e ——— = .___«__—*
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subjects' beliefs about the four aforementioned occupations.
The three bipolar, nine-point scales were: (a)
masculine-feminine, (b) low prestige-high prestige, and (c)
skilled-unskilled. 1In all, three groups of 20 male graduate
students enrolled at Columbia's Business School were
queried. The group of business students was selected to
closely match the target population--graduate business
students. The mean scores on the masculine-feminine scale
from the final group of 28 subjects are shown in Table 1.

As demonstrated, the subjects perceived the four occupations
as either masculine or feminine.

The final issue focuses on the occupational prestige
ratings of the occupations. Major differences in prestige
between the masculine and feminine contexts could confound
the results. For example, subjects may respond quite
differently to a male lawyer with a prestige rating of
seventy-eight than to a female secretary with a prestige
rating of forty-one. The difference, however, may not be
because of the gender difference alone but also because of
different levels of prestige. Values from the National
Opinion Research Center's (Siegel, 1971) prestige scales
were used. The scores for the two masculine and two
feminine occupations, respectively, are: (a) agricultural
scientist (56.0) and syst. .s analyst (51.0), and (b)

kindergarten teacher (68.0) and dental hygienist (61.0).

i
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TABLE 1

Mean Ratings of the Occupations in Terms of

Masculine~-Feminine Dimension: Pilot Study

i MASCULINE FEMININE
? Agricultural Dental
E Scientist 3.35 Hygienist 7.30
{
Systems Kindergarten
Analyst 4.05 Teacher 7.84

Notes: 1. N = 20.

2. Lower scores refer to the masculine
dgimension while higher scores refer to

the feminine dimension.

o abima 0 e 4
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In summary, the four occupational titles that
operationally define masculine and feminine contexts are:
(a) held predominately (89% or more) by either men or women
based upon data from the 1970 census, (b) perceived as
masculine or feminine by subjects who are similar to the
target population, and (c¢) balanced in terms of occupational
prestige.

The manager's/leader's occupation is listed at the top
left corner of each story and is also described throughout

each story (Appendix C).

Manager's Gender

The name of each manager is listed in the top left
corner of each story. The name use for the male and female
leaders are parallel in construction and are unambiguous:
Paul/Paula Jackson; Michael/Michelle Linden; Mark/Marcia

Palmer; Carl/Carol Miller (Heilman and Guzzo, 1978).

Prescribed Behavior

The prescribed behavior or situation, autocratic or
participative, is introduced by stories that are constructed
to parallel the problem attributes of the Vroom-Yetton model
of leadership (1973). 1In this investigation, two of Vroom's
stories are used. The 'autocratic' story was taken from
Vroom's Combined Problem Set (1974). The solution to the

problem can include any group process except the
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participative (GII) response. In the Interpretation Manual
that accompanies the problem set, Vroom provided data from
430 managers who responded to the story. The managers used
the autocratic processes (AI or AII) 59 percent of the time;
the modal response was AI with 34 percent of the subjects

choosing this process. 1In other words, Vroom's data suggest

that 59 percent of the individuals responding to the story
used an autocratic decision process. The story was an
adequate choice for an autocratic story.

The participative story was taken from Vroom's Problem

i gty st L. g g

1 Set #5 (1976). The solution to the story, the feasible set,
included only the participative (GII) process. In the
Interpretation Manual that accompanies the problem set,
Vroom provided data from 1,829 subjects who responded to the
story. Twenty-five percent of the subjects chose the
participative solution; the modal response, however, was

the consultative (CII) process. The second (participative)

story appeared to be an adequate instrument to describe a
participative situation.
Both of the stories described above were used in the
.a; initial study (Hornstein, Heilman, and Cage, in
preparation). 1In the earlier investigation, subjects were
expected to rate leaders as most effective when using
decision processes that matched the dictates of the

situation--an autocratic response to an autocratic situation
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and a participative response in a participative situation.
Table 2 demonstrates that subjects who read the selected
autocratic story in which the leader behaved autocratically
rated the leader as effective. Table 3 shows that subjects
who read the selected participative story when the leader
behaved participatively rated the leader as effective. Both
stories, then, produced the desired effects.

Prior to conducting the major portion of the present
study, a pilot investigation was conducted to ensure that
the desired effects would be obtained using the experimental
instruments. Thirty-two male students at the Columbia
University Graduate School of Business each responded to a
single story, each with a male leader. Four conditions were
provided: an autocratic situation with (a) an autocratic
leader behavior, and (b) a participative leader behavior,
and a participative situation with (c¢) an autocratic leader
behavior, and (d) a participative leader behavior. Both the
autocratic and participative stories were each matched with
the different endings/leader behaviors to create the four
experimental manipulations.

The results indicated that the subjects differentiated
between each story when it had different (autocratic versus
participative) endings. 1In generali, subjects rated the
leaders as most effective when the s/he responded as

prescribed by Vroom. The results were evaluated in terms of
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TABLE 2

Means and Standard Deviations for Ratings of
the Autocratic Story with an Autocratic

Leader Behavior: Effectiveness Measures

Dependent Measure M sd
Decision Process 6.875 1.575
Decision Quality 6.500 2.330

Benefit to the
Organization 7.000 1.414

Leader Competence 6.250 1.640

Notes: l. N = 8,
2. Ratings were on a nine-point scale.

3. Scores were recoded so that higher scores

indicate more favorable ratings.




TABLE 3
Means and Standard Deviations for Ratings of
the Participative Story with a Participative

4 Leader Behavior: Effectiveness Measures

Dependent Measure M sd
f Decision Process 6.110 2.782
‘,.
] Decision Quality 6.333 2.646

Benefit to the

Organization 5.222 3.232

Leader Competence 6.519 1.529

} Notes: 1. N= 9.
2. Ratings were on a nine-point scale.
3, Scores were recoded so that higher scores

indicate more favorable ratings.

+ Y
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the dependent measures used in the initial study: (a)
evaluation of the decision process (Table 4a), (b)
evaluation of the decision’s quality (Table 4b), (c)
evaluation of the benefit to the organization (Table 4c),
and (d) evaluation of the leader's competence (Table 4d).
The results from Vroom's investigations, the initial
study, as well as the pilot study for this investigation all
suggest that the two stories--one autocratic and the other

participative--adequately provide the desired manipulation.

Described Behavior

The leader's described behavior, autocratic or
participative, consists of a description of the leader's
decision process. The description parallels Vroom's
taxonomy of decision-making proceses and those used in the

first study.

Dependent Variables

After each story, subjects responded to 21 nine-point
bipolar adjective scales interspersed around three
questions. The first question was concerned with
participant's evaluations of the procedures used for
decision-making and was followed by six adjective. The
second question was concerned with prognostication about the

leader's decision and was followed by three questions. The
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TABLE 4a
Means and Standard Deviations for Ratings of the

Decision Process: Pilot Study

SITUATION
A G
A 5.857 5.080
BEHAVIOR (2.196) (1.241)
G 4.743 6.275
(2.410) (1.792)

NOTES: 1. N = 8

2. Standard Deviations are in parentheses.
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TABLE 4b
Means and Standard Deviations for Ratings of the

Decision Quality: Pilot Study

SITUATION
A G
A 5.375 5.400
BEHAVIOR (1.981) (1.149)
G 4,750 6.875
(2.388) (1.642)

NOTES: 1. N = 8

2. Standard Deviations are in parentheses.




TABLE 4c

Means and Standard Deviations for Ratings of the

Potential Benefit for the Organization:

SITUATION
A
A 4.125
BEHAVIOR (2.375)
G 4.375
(2.351)

NOTES: 1. N = 8

5.600
(1.942)

6.625
(1.768)

2. Standard Deviations are in parentheses.

54
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TABLE 44

Means and Standard Deviations for Ratings of the

Leader's Competence: Pilot Study

SITUATION
A G
A 5.458 5.267 |
BEHAVIOR (1.511) (1.700) 3
{
G 5.042 5.833
(1.704) (1.127)

NOTES: 1. N = 8

2. Standard Deviations are in parentheses.
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last question was concerned with subjects' evaluations about
the described leader; eleven bipolar adjective scales
followed the question (Appendix D).

The three questions formed a conceptual basis for
measurement, the same basis used in the initial study
(Hornstein, Heilman, and Cage, in preparation) and the pilot
work for this study. 1In the initial study, the dependent

measures evaluating effectiveness were: decision process,

decision quality, benefit for the organization, and leader
competence. The measures evaluating affective dimensions
were: morale, resistance to the decision, leader activity,
and leader competence. The leader potency scales included
five scales: "strong-weak," "passive-active,"

"indecisive-decisive," "tough-soft," and "lazy-hard

working." The leader likeability factor included four

scales: "likeable-not likeable," "cold-warm,"
"flexible-inflexible," and "uncollaborative-collaborative."
The decision process evaluation factor included five scales:
"good-bad," "ineffective-effective,"
"appropriate~inappropriate,” "uses time poorly-uses time
well," and "wise-foolish."™ The leader competence measure
included three scales: "bad leader-good leader,"
*intelligent~unintelligent,” and "competent-incompetent."
Four scales were used singularly to measure four dimensions:

"likely to lower morale-likely to raise morale," "accepted
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by most-resisted by most,"™ "low quality-high quality," and
"good for the organization-bad for the organization."

A reliability analysis program was used to evaluate the
internal reliability of the four factors that combined
independent scales. Measures of Cronbach's alpha (Cronbach,

1951) demonstrate the similarity and internal reliability of

combined scales. The two evaluative factors, evaluation of
the process and leader competence, demonstrated values of

3 .8359 and .7233, respectively. The two affective factors,
leader likeability and activity, demonstrated values of
.8350 and .8057, respectively. The results of the
reliability analysis demonstrates that the dependent

measures used in the initial and present studies are

reliably measuring the underlying dimensions.
Although the responses to the three questions formed a
conceptual basis for measurement, a factor analysis of these

bipolar scales was conducted to verify the measures used in

the initial and present studies. Three factors emerged
which corresponded, with minor differences, to the
dimensions used in the initial study. The factors were ;
leader likeability, decision process, and leader
activity/potency. Leader likeability was composed of the
following scales: "lower morale-raise morale,"
"likeable-not likeable,"™ "cold-warm," "flexible-inflexible,"

and "uncollaborative-collaborative.®™ The difference between




this measure and the leader likeability measure in the ]

initial study was the addition of the scale "lower
morale-raise morale.®™ The resulting reliability alpha with
the morale scale was .8617 instead of .8350. The second
factor, decision process, was composed of} "good-bad," 1
"ineffective-effective," "appropriate-inappropriate,*® @
"wise-foolish," "low quality-high quality,"
"accepted-rejected,” and "good for the organization-bad for
F the organization." The difference between this measure of

decision process and the initial one was the addition of the

three scales: "low quality-high quality,"™ "accepted .%
rejected," and "good for the organization-bad for the

organization,"™ and the deletion of "uses time poorly-uses
time well."™ The resulting reliability alpha with the

additional three scales was .8736 instead of .8359. The
third factor was leader activity/potency and was composed
of: "uses time poorly-uses time well," "poor leader-good

leader,"” "strong-weak," "passive-active,"

"intelligent-unintelligent," "indecisive-decisive,"
"competent- incompetent," "tough-soft,"™ and "lazy-hard ¥
working.” The difference between this measure of

activity/potency and the initial one was the addition of the

three scales that measured leader competence, and "uses time

poorly- uses time well." The resulting reliability alpha

with the four additional scales was .8384 versus .8857 for
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the initial activaty/potency measure and .7233 for the
initial leader competence measture.

A decision to use the dependent measures as they were
used in the previous study, rather than in terms of these
three factors, was based on the following reasons. First,
the conceptual clarity of the measures are somewhat obscured
when measures are composed of bipolar scales drawn from
across the three prefixes (questions) of the instrument.
The intent of the first question, for example, was to
determine subjects' evaluations of the decision that the
leader used in the story, not characteristics of the leader.
The second question, similarly, queried the subjects'
evaluations of the potential outcome of the decision. To
combine these into a single measure disregards an important
distinction in respondent perspective. Second, the change
in reliability alphas was marginal, and the reliability of
the initial set of measures was more than satisfactory.
Third, the factor loadings for many of the scales was not
overly compelling. Finally, comparisons are valuable in
terms of the present investigation with the results of the
initial investigation (Hornstein, Heilman, and Cage, in
preparation) and the pilot investigation. The results of
these other studies can prove important upon subseguent

analysis.
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Chapter I1II

RESULTS

The purpose of the analysis was to examine the data to
detgrmine if support was provided for the stated hypotheses.

The'principal means to determine the results was through the

use of four-factor analyses of variance, a priori contrasts,
and simple effects analyses. After determining support or
non-support for the hypotheses, data were explored for
trends. Lastly, analyses were performed to explore an
effect of the first study that was not replicated in the
present investigation.

A four-factor analysis of variance was conducted on
eight dependent measures; four of them concerned with the
leader's effectiveness and the remainder concerned with
affective aspects of the situation. The four effectiveness
measures evaluated subjects' perceptions of: (a) the
decision process used (Tables la & 1lb), (b) the leader's
competence (Tables 2a & 2b), (c) the decision's quality
(Tables 3a & 3b), and (d) the potential benefit for the
organization (Tables 4a & 4b). The affective measures
evaluated: (a) the leader's activity level (Tables 5a &
5b), (b) the leader's likeability (Tables 6a & 6b), the
decision's effect on (c) subordinates' morale (Tables 7a &

7b), and (d) their acceptance of the decision (Tables 8a &
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TABLE la
Means arc Standard Deviat:ons for Ratings cf

the Decision Process

MASCILINE FEMININE
MALE FEMALE MALE FEMALE

A G A G A S A ¢
3,368 4.727 5.309 4.548 5.417 4.6080 4.861 4.23€
(1.287) (1,891 (1,8B%) (.940) (1.565° 1.515)  (2.3237. (l.%8¢

2 22 22 23 23 22 23 22
S.324 5.452 5,792 £.538 $.BE2 €.139 5.317 6.6.¢2
(2.538 (1.857) {1,612) (1.653) (1.764) (1.889; {1.B95) (1,622)

22 23 22 23 22 23 23 23
vectes: 1. The two rows refer to the leader’'s behavicr, while the eizht

cclumns refer tc the prescripticn.

2. Numbers in parentheses are standarc deviations. b
3, Hicher scores indicate more favoratle ratings fc:

2ll measures, l
4. Numbers below the standard deviations reflect

the number of subjects per condition.

TABLZ it
Araélysis of Variance of Mear Ratings fcr the

Evaluaticn of the Decision Process

Sum of Mean
Source of variaticn Squares as Square F
Ma:n effects 65.37 4 16.344 5.879
CONTEXT p.154 i 8.154 9.255
GZNDER 1.257 1 1.257 8.452
PRESC 3.742 1 3.742 1.346
BERAV 50.868 1 60.86¢ 21,851 ere
2-way interactions 41,279 6 6.882 2.473
CCNTEXT GENDER 9.253 1 0.252 0.091
CCONTEXT PRESC 14.818 1 i4.013 5.942 »
CCNTEXT BEEAV 2.457 1 2.457 p.884
GEKDER PRESC 7.282 1 7.282 2.619
GENDER  BEHAV B.166 1 2.166 0.060
PRESC BEHAV 17.279 1 17.279 6.215 »
2-way interactions 15.318 4 3.83¢ 1.377
CONTEXT GENDER PRESC 6.911 1 6.911 2.486
CONTEXT GENDER BEHAV  9.336 1 9.336 0.121
CCNTEXT PRESC BEHAV  6.801 1 6.801 2.446
GENDER  PRESC BEHAV  1.281 1 1.201 .432
4-way interactions 0.136 1 £.136 0.849
CONTEXT GENDER PRESC 0,136 1 8.136 8.849
BEHAV
Explained 122.189 s 8.141 2.928 »
Resicduel 92£.230 331 2.7886
Total 1842.239 346 3.013
* 0 < B8 ** p < ,01 ter p < 001
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TABLE 2a
Mears and Standard Deviations for Ratings of

the lLeader's Competence

MASCULINE FEMININE
MALE FEMALE MALE FEMALE
2 G A G A G A G
A €£.98¢6 §.85% 5.349 4,957 5.768 4,638 5.435 5.587
(1.550; (1.096;, (1.527) (.B873) (1.412) (.926: (1.739) (1.298,
3 23 22 23 23 23
] [ 5.449 5.5881 5.986 5.728 5.63¢8 6.145 5.394 6.377
3 (2,249 (1,696, (1.849) (1.536) (1.583) (1.789) (1.683) (1.724;
) 23 23 22 23 23 23 23 23
b
E Motes: 1. The t<wc rows refer to the leacer's behavior, while the eight

columns refer to the prescript:icn,

<. Numpers in parencheses are standard deviacions.

TABLE 2t
Analysis of Variance of Mean Ratings

of the Leader's Competence

Sum of Mean

Source of variation Sgquares daf Square F

Main effects 17.9048 4 4.262 1.891
CONTEXT 8.505 1 8.505 0.224
GENDER 1.082 1 1.082 D.480
PRESC 1.238 1 1.23% 0.548
BERAV 14.5086 1 14.506 6.435 ¢

i-way interacticns 21,249 6 3.541 1.571
CONTEXT GENDER 4,219 1 4,210 1,868
CONTEXT PRESC 3.621 2 3.621 1,686
CONTEXT BEHAV 1.735 1 1,735 0.769
GENDER  PRESC 2.928 1 2.928 1,299
GENTCER  BEHAV 2,622 1 2.622 1,163
PRESC BERAV 6.184 1 6§.184 2.743

l-way interactions 26.367 4 6.592 2.924
CONTEXT GENDER  PRESC 2.811 1 2.811 1,247
CONTEXT GENDER  BERAV 9.069 1 5.069 4.823 +
CONTEXT PRESC BEHAV 13,936 1 13.936 6,182 »
GENDER  PRESC BEHAV 9.376 1 6.376 0.167

4-way interactions 2.460 1 2.460 1,291
CONTEXT GENDER  PRESC 2.460 1 2.469 1.891

BEHAV

Explained 67.124 15 4.475 1,985

Residual 746.192 331 2.254

Total 813.31%5 46 2.251

[ *p < 05

'y IR s e
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TABLE 3a
Means and Stancard Deviations for Ratings of

Decision Qualaty

MASCULINE FEMININE
MALE FEMALE MALE FEMALE
G A G A G A ¢
5.262 5.348 4.826 5.739 4.409 $.887 4.472
2.137) 11.666) (1.669; (1.453) (1.593) (2,151, (2.908¢€)
23 23 23 23 22 23 23
G €.318 S.8l2 5.783 £.609 £.364 €.136 <.008 £.95%
'e.TB4) (2.804)  (1.623) (2.01T (2.194)  (1.726, (2.04%5) (2.47¢}
22 23 23 23 22 22 23 22
Yotes: 1. The two rcws refer to the leader's behavicr, while the eight

colimns refer to the prescription.

2. Numbers in parentheses are standard deviaticns.

TABLE it

Analvs:s of Variance cf{ Mearn Ratings of Decision Quaiity

Sum of Mean

Source of variation Squares [-§3 Scuare F

Main effects 42.736 4 10.684 2.641
CONTEXT 6.253 1 €.253 1.546
GENTER 8.1ee 1 g.l100 2.202
FRESC 1.285 1 1.28% 0.318
BTHAV 28.826 1 <6.026 6.928

Z-way interactions 24.222 6 4.037 .998
CONTEXT GENDER e.065 1 2.065 e.r16
CONTEXT PRESC 8.087 1 2.087 0.022
CONTEXT BEHAV 1.226 2 1.226 9.383
GENDER PRESC 9.188 1 e2.les 0.847
GENDER  BEHAV 0.260 1 £.168 C.040
PRESC BEHAV 22.678 1 22.678 £.636

3-way interactions 19.181 4 4.775 l.180
CONTEXT GENDER PRESC 2.129 1 2.129 8.526
CONTEXT GENDER BEHAV e.a58 1 0.0%0 g.d12
CONTEXT PRESC BCHAV  16.737 1 16.737 4.137
GENDZR  PRESC BEHAV 0.000 1 e.200 e.oe0

4-~way interactions 9.891 1 8.891 9.220
CCNTEXT GEXDER  PRESC 8.891 1 9.891 0.22¢2

BEHAV

Explained 86.958 15 5.797 1.433

Residual 1329.973 3 4.046

Toral 1426.022 346 4.121

*p < .08 ** p < .0

e




64
TABLE 4a
Means and Standarcd Deviat:cns for Ratings of
the Benef:t for the COrgarization
MASCULINE FEMININE
¥
MALE FEMALE MALE FEMALE
?,' A G A G G A G
A $.334 4.957 $.384 4.391 2.044 4.273 4.912 $.512
(t2.0le, (2.121: 2.0%8 {1.94€, (2.345, (1.609, (2.314, (2.122
2 23 23 23 22 23 23
< 2.72° £.EB26 $.696 £.739 $.909 5.73¢ 4.435 5.62¢
4 (2.947, i2.229) (1.941) (2.137) (2.346; (2.281) t2.i58) {(2.22¢)
L 2 23 23 23 23 23 23
. Nctes: 1. The zwe rows refer to the leader's behavicr, whiie the eign:
4 cociumrs refer to the prescription.
I, Numbers in parentheses are standaré ceviaticns.

TABLET 4t
sralrsis of Ver:ance c¢f Mean Fat.ngs of the Beref:it

for tne Qrocan.zation

Sum of Mean

Source of var:aticn Sguares af Square F

Mair effects 77.112 4 190,278 4,242
CONTEXT i8.179 1 12.3179 2.239
GZKCER 6.930 1 €.930 1.528
PRESC 2,441 1 2,441 £.537
BEEAV £8.873 1 58.873 12,953 wer

i-way irteractions 22.421 € 4.237 e.932
CONTEXT GENDER £.047 1 2.047 g.aie
CONTEXT PRESC 6.990 1 6.990 1.53¢8
CONTEXT BEHAV 0.0827 1 3.027 e.006
GENTCER PRESC 5.387 1 5 287 1.185
GENDER BERAV 2,379 1 2.279 6.523
PRESC BEEAV 18.779 1 12.779 2.3

3-way interactions 29.332 4 7.333 1.613
CONTEXT GENLER PRESC 7.029% i 7.829 1.547
CONTEXT GENDER BEHAV 5.536 1 £.536 i.21¢
CONTEXT PRESC BEHAV 8.503 1 8.503 1.871
GENTER PRESC BEHAV 8,253 1 8.253 1.816

4-way interactions c.008 1 e.000 0.000
CONTEXT GENDER PRESC e.e0e 1 e.o0e e.200

BEEAV

Explained 131.864 15 8.791 1.534 »

Resicdual 1504 .458 331 4.545

Tctal 1636.323 46 é.72

* 5 ¢ .8 ver 5 ¢ L0901
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TABLE Sa
Means ancé Standarcé Deviations for Ratings of ;
H
the Leader's Activity {
t
' MASCULINE FEMININE ‘
MALE FEMALE MALE FEMALE :
. A G A G A G A G
A 6.478 5.835 6.455 5.536 6.591 £.583 T.044 :.900
(1.294) .964, (1.294, (1.093) (1.158; (1.865) (.836: (1.0%¢)
23 23 22 22 23 23 23 r
G $.28¢ §.809 5.200 5.565 4.87¢ 5.53@ 4.857 S.61¢E
(1.419; (1.57%)  (1.893) (1.438) {(1.287) (1.669, (1.530) (1.62Z7:
20 23 23 23 23 23 21 2
3
Netes: 1. The two rows refer to the leader's behavior, wrnile the eight {
colurmns refer to the prescript:on. ;
i
2. Numters in parentheses are stancaré deviations.
i
¢
TABLE tb é
Araivs.s of Var.ance of Mear Ratings of the Evalcation {
t
for the Leader's Acz:vity (
Sum of Mean f
Source of variation Squares cf Scuare H [
:
Main effects 3.88¢ 4 38,971 16.324 :
CONTEXT 6.459 1 6.45¢5 3.821 '
GENDER 0.281 1 £.281 2.166 :
PRESC £.219 1 15.219 9.084 o+ :
BEEAV 8.397 i 1808.397 59,399 ew» :
2-way interactions 2,216 6 £.269 3.177 g
CONTEXT GEMCER 3,817 1 3.517 2.881 ¥
CONTEXT PRESC 6.013 1 6.813 3.557 ¥
CONTEX". BEHAV b.804 1 e.e04 8.802 H
! GENDE%.  PRESC 8.090 1 2.09¢ 0.253 §
. GENDER  BEHAV 0.432 1 e.432 8.256 ¥
R PRESC BEHAV 22.053 1 22.053 13,047 we+ ;
K - : 3-way interactions 13.798 4 3.449  2.841 ,
LI CONTEXT GEZNDEPR PRESC 9.260 i 2.26¢€ 0.154 '
e+ CONTEXT GENDER  BEHAV  0.427 1 e.427 2.253 :
J CONTEXT P2PRESC BEHAV 13,888 1 13,008 7.696 we
; GENDER  PRESC BEHAV  9.062 1 8.062 2.e37
4-way interactions £.335 1 0.335 8.198
CONTEXT GENDER  PRESC 8.335 2 8.335 8.198
BEHAV
Sxplained 170.233 15 11.349 §.714 o=
Resicdual §59.465 al 1.€90
4 Total 729.699 346 2.109

s p < 01 %+ p < 201
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TABLE 6a
Means ard Standar¢ Deviations for Ratings of

the Leader's Likeapilicy
MASCULINE FEMININE

MALE FEMALE MALE FEMALE

A 4.239 4.489 4.046 4.291 2.946 4.207 3.830 4.4€7

1 (.B62. 12,3610 (1.1620 (1.333:  (1.187: (.B23) 1.364. (1.205:
22 22 22 23 23 23 22 22

[ €6.679 5.692 6.902 6,228 6,913 6.098 6.432 6.22°
1 (l.186. (1,656} (.982; (1.3127 (.961: (1.283) (1.46&; [DE-1-54
3 z1 22 23 23 23 23 22 22
b
’ Notes: 1. The twc rows refer to the leader's behavior, while the eicnt
E co.umns refe:r to the prescrigtion.

2. Numpers .n parentheses are standard deviations.

TABLE 6&

Aralysis of Var:iance o Mearn Ratings of Leader L:kearility

Sur of Mean
Source of var:ation Squares éf Square F
» Main effects 433.486 4 198,372 63.744
. CONTEXT 8.601 1 2.681 e.3¢3
GENDER 8.133 1 8.233 eceve
] PRESC 2.575 1 2.575 1.5t
BEHAV 428.796 I 438.796 253,395 e
4
2-way interacticns 32.153 6 5.359 3.252
CCNTEXT GENDER 0.591 i g.592 6.348
CONTEXT PRESC 1.583 1 1,583 g.531
CONTEXT BEHAV 1,123 1 1.123 B.661
GENCER  PRESC 3,269 1 3,369 1.9882
GENDER  BEHAV 6.378 1 8.378 8.222
. PRESC BEHAV 28.599 2 25.599 15,857 ere
" 3-way interactions 4.562 4 l.140 0.671
. CONTEXT GENDER PRESC 23.246 l 0.246 0.144
ey CONTEXT GENDER BERAV J.461 1 3.4€1 2.0836
S CONTEXT FPRESC BEHAV 0.415 i 0.415 2.244
s+ GENDER PRESC BEHAV 0.468 i 2.468 0.275
' 4-way interactions e.049 i .949 .229
CONTEXT GENDER  PRESC 0.049 1 0.849 2.B29
BEHAV
Explained 470.258 15 31.358 18,4492
Residual 578.832 40 1.708
Total 1248.281 358 2.953
es* p ¢ 001
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TABLE 7a
Means and Standarc DJeviaticns for Ratings of

the Process' Effect on Morale

MASCULINE FEMININE
MALE FEMALE MALE FEMALL
A G A G A G A G
A 1.012 1,304 3.43% 3.652 3.044 2,261 2.261 2,227
11,887  (1.49%, (1.83e. (1.874; (1.492) (i.572) (l.g8ls, (l.3@”
23 3 23 22 23 23 3 2%
[¢] 6.£26 €.783 T.138 6.304 7.136 6.879 6.€82 ¢.B7e
(1,640 . 2.276 {1.6€¢C {2.522, (2.1z22) l.elsl o (l.s2 (e.24€!
23 23 23 23 22 23 22 23
Yetes: o Trne twc rows refer to tre lesder’s behavicr, while the e.cnt

cclurmns refer to the prescripticn.

2. Nurbers :n parentleses are standard deviaticns.

TABLE L

Apalys:is of var:apce ¢f Mean Rat:ings of the tval.ation 2f

ke Preocess’'s Effect crn Morsle
Sum of Mean
Source of var:atien Scuares af Square 3
Main effects 992.819 4 248,005  66.449
CONTEXT T.134 1 7.134 1,969
GENTER 4.434 1 4.434 1.224
PRESC 5.817 1 £.817 1.686
ELHAV 2980.046 i 980 .346 272.491 wer
2-way irteractions 11,032 6 2.172 e.600
CONTEXT GEMDER 1.249 1 1.249 9.345
CCHTEXT PRESC e.387 1 8.387 2.885
CONTEXT BEBHAV 1.716 1 1.716 .474
GENTER PRESC 8.76% 1 2.769 e.212
, GZNDER BEHRAV 3.682 1 3.682 1.016
PRESC BEHAV 5.p61 1 £.061 1.397
3-way interactions 9.676 4 2.419 ¢.668
CONTEXT GENDER PRESC 3.677 1 e.677 8.287
CONTEXT GENDER BEHAV 3.065 2 3.265 0.646
COKTEXT PRESC BEHAV 8.945 1 8.945 8.261
GENDER PRESC BEHAV 4.943 1 4.543 1.264
4-way interactions i.904 1 1.994 0.226
CONTEXT GENDER PRESC 1.904 2 1.9¢4 J.526
; BERAV
: Explained 1016.632 15 67.77% 18,706 wev
' Resicdual 1231.893 342 3.622
] Total 2248.528 355 6.334
\
3 e p < 001
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‘ TABLE 8a
Means and Standarg Deviations for Rat.ncs of
the Acceptance of the Decision
1
MASCULINE FEMININE
: MALE FEMALZ MALE FEMALE
A G A G A G A ¢
A 5.565 €.348 2.263 4 261 4.322 4.636 4.425 4.9
(2.063) (1.92%, {2.374) (1.764, (2.313) {2.060) (2.)71) (2.2%6:
3 23 2 23 23 2 3 21
c 7.546 6.136 6.565 6.652 7.044 6.274 6.435 6.609
(1.262; (2.783) (2.8B%; (2.B14; (2.6@9) (2,229, (2.371) (2,291
2 22 23 23 23 22 23 22
Notes: 1. The twc rows refer to trne leader's behavior, wnile the elgnt
coiumns refer o the prescriptior.
2. Numcers in parentheses are standard Geviaticns.
TABLE &b
Analveis of Variance of Mean Rat:ings of tne Acceptance
of tre Decigion
Sum of Mean
Source cf variation Sguares éf Square 13
Main effec:s 382,259 4 75.562 17.132
CONTEXT 9.687 1 9.687 2.195%
GETER 4.065 1 4.06% 0.921
PRESC 10.7%4 1 12.754 2.438
BERAV 281,283 1 2B1.283 63.765 e
, 2-way interictions 20.475 3 5.879 1.1:1
! CONTEXT GENLEP 7.344 1 7.344 L.665
. CONTEXT PRESC 8.277 1 8.277 1.876
CONTEXT BEHAV 3.319 1 3.319 8.752
GENDER PRESC £.218 i 5.218 1.183
F“ . GENDER BEHAV 1,443 1 1.443 8.327
E’ ' PRESC BEKAV 4.967 1 4.967 1.126
;- . 3-way irteractions 16,391 4 4.098 €.929
-, CONTEXT GEKDER  PRESC 8.137 1 0.137 0.831
. CONTEXT GENDER BEEAV 1.7¢e1 1 1.701 2.286
o CONTEXT PRESC BEHAV 1..64 1 1.164 D0.264
. GENDER PRESC BEEAV 13,222 1 13.222 2,997
4-way interactaions 7.773 1 7.773 1.762
CONTEXT GENDER FRESC 7.773 1 7.773 1,762
BEHAV
Explained 356.8980 is 23.793 $.394 wee
Residual 1499 .81% 340 4.411
Total 1856.705 3ss 5.230
**% p ¢ 081

‘ " g - o, T SRS W




69
8b).
The hypotheses were grounded on the assumption that the
interaction of gender and context as well as prescription

and behavior would contribute to the subjects' evaluations

of the leader. The hypotheses were tested with a priori
contrasts using t-statistics. The four effectiveness
measures alone were investigated since the hypotheses were
developed in terms of expected subject evaluations of the

leaders' effectivenegss rather than their activity and

likeability, or the effects of the decisions on morale or
resistance. The contrasts provide only limited support for

the hypotheses.

A Priori Contrasts

Hypothesis la
Hypothesis la specified that male managers in a
3s prescribed by Vroom's model. The model prescribes
autocratic behavior (AI) in an autocratic situation and
participative behavior (GII) in a participative situation.
A priori contrasts were performed to evaluate the
expected differences between cell means. Hypothesis la
suggests that the autocratic prescription and behavior as
well as the participative prescription and behavior matches

would be evaluated more positively than the mismatched cells
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TABLE 9a
Mean Ratings of The Decisicn Process:

Masculine Context and Male Leader

Prescrited Behavicr

Situation Autccratic n Part:icipative n <

Autocratic £.3652 23 5.5545 22 .357

Participative 4.7273 22 5.4522 23 1,365
TABLE 9b

Mean Ratings of the Leader's Competence:

Masculine Context and Male Leader

Prescribed Behavior
Situation hutccratic n Participative n <
Autocratic 5.9855 23 5.4493 23 1.871

Participative $.8551 23 5.5387 23 €08
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TABLE 9¢
Mean Ratings c¢f the Decision Quality:

Masculine Context and Male Leader

Prescribed Behavior

Situat:on Autocratic n Participative n 3

hutocratic 5.4783 23 5.3182 22 .221

pParticipative 5.2609 23 5.8029¢ 21 .749
TABLE 9¢

Mear Ratings of the Decision's Benefit for the Crganization:

vasculine Context and Male Leader

Prescribed Behavicr
Situation Autocratic n Participative n t
Autocratic 5.30843 23 5.7273 22 604

Participative 4.9565 23 5.8261 a3 1.25¢€¢

i A
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on effective measures. Based on observation and the
contrasts, the hypothesis was not supported. 1In the
autocratic prescription, the ratings for autocratic and

participative behaviors were statistically not different in

terms of the decision process that the leader used (Table
9a), the leader's competence (Table 9b), the decision's

guality (Table 9c), and the potential benefit to the

-~

organization (Table 9d). 1In the participative prescription,

it

there was a slight, though non-significant preference for

the participative leader.

Hypothesis 1lb

Hypothesis 1lb specified that female managers in a
as prescribed by Vroom's model. A priori contrasts were
performed to evaluate the expected differences between cell
means. Hypothesis lb suggests that the autocratic

prescription and behavior match as well as the participative

prescription and behavior match would be evaluated more :
positively on effective measures than a mismatch. N
Hypothesis 1lb was partially supported. In the autocratic
. prescription, subjects rated participative and autocratic

gx behaviors equally on all effectiveness measures. 1In the

? participative prescription, however, subjects rated the
participative behavior as more effective than autocratic

behavior in terms of the decision process used (Table l#a)
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TABLE l@a

Mean Ratings of The Dec:ision Process:

Femirnine Context and Female Leader

Prescribed Seravicr

Situation Autocratic n Participataive t
Autocratic 4.8609 23 £.0174 23 .3ee
Participative 4.8364 22 6.6095 21 3.282 *+
L -3 .01

TABLE i@b
Mear. Ratings of the Leader's Ccmpetence:

Feminine Context ancé Female Leacder

pPrescribed Behavior

Situation Autocratic n Partic.pative n t
Autocratic 5.434E 23 5.3939 21 .985
Participative 5.5872 23 6.2768 23 i.820

73
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TABLE 1lClc
Mean Ratings of Decision Quality:

Feminine Context and Female Leader

Prescribed Behavicr
Situation Autocratic n Participative n T
Adtocracic .pP8780 23 5.e000 23 .89:2
Participative 4.4783 23 5.9545 22 2.287 »
1 t BB !
|
‘ TABLE ié€d ’

Mean Ratings of the Decis:on's Benefit for tne Organizaticn:

Feminine Cortext anc¢ Female Leader

Prescribed Behavior

Situation Autocratic n Participative n t
Autocratic 4.9138 23 4.4348 23 .38
Participative 4.91230 <3 £.8261 22 1.402
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and its quality (Table 18c). These same effects failed to
occur on the measures evaluating the leader's competence
{Table 1Pk) and the benefit for the organization (Table
led).

Both Hypotheses la and lb dealt with conditions in
which the leader's gender and the context were congruent;
male in a masculine context and a female in a feminine
context. Hypotheses 2a and 2b, however, dealt with the

expectations in mismatched or non-congruent conditions.

Hypothesis 2a

Hypothesis 2a specified that female managers in a

participatively than when they behave contingently--as
prescribed by ¥Yroom. Based upon the results of a priori
contrasts between cells, hypothesis 2a was partially
supported. In the autocratic prescription, subjects rated
the participative woman leader more positively than the
autocratic leader, though the difference was not
statistically significant. 1In the participative
prescription, however, the participative leader was rated
more positively on the measures evaluating the decision
process used (Table lla), the female manager's competence
(Table 11b), and the potential benefit of the decision for

the organization (Table 114).

a




76 5

TABLE lla

Mean Rat:ngs of Dec:isicn Process:

Mascuiine Context and Female Leader

Prescribed Behavior

Situation Autocratic n Participative n 4
Autocratic 5.289 22 £.751 22 1,928
Participative 4.348 23 5.53¢ 22 2..35 +
*p o« .0t

TABLE 1lb
Mean Ratings of Leacder Competence:

Masculine Context ard Female Leader

Prescribed Bebhavior

Situation Autocratic n Farticipative n 4
Autocratic 5,348 22 5.985 23 1.66
Participative 4,956 23 5.725 23 2.02 »
*p < .05




TABLE llc

Mean Ratings of the Decision Quality:

Masculine Context and Female lLeader

Prescribed Behavicr
Situation Autocratic n Participative n 4
Autocratic 5.3478 23 5.7826 23 . 842
Participative 4.8261 23 5.6087 23 1.51%
TABLE 11¢
Mean Rarings of Benefit for the Organization:
Masculine Context and Female Leader
Prescribed Behavior
Situation Autocratic n Participative n t
Autocratic 5.304 23 5.696 23 €56
Participative 4,391 23 5.739 23 261 *

* p < .88
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Hypothesis 2b

Hypothesis 2b suggested that male leaders in a feminine
context are rated more positively when they behave
autocratically than when they behave contingently--as
prescribed by Vroom. The results of a priori contrasts

between cells indicate that in a feminine context the
autocratic male leaders were rated rather poorly in both
autocratic and participative prescriptions. The difference
between the male autocratic and participative leaders was
not statistically significant in the autocratically
prescribed situations. Participative leaders, however, were
rated slightly more positively in both situations (Tables
lla to 11d). 1In the participative prescription, the
differences were significant on all four effective measures:
(a) the decision process (Table 1l2a), (b) the leader's
competence (Table 12b), (c¢) the decision quality (Table
l12¢), and (d) the benefit to the organization (Table l24).
Thus, no support was provided for Hypothesis 2b.
Interestingly, the results were similar to those in which
the context and the leader's gender do not match (Hypothesis
2a)., That is, the leader's participative behavior was
evaluated as more effective especially in participatively

prescribed situations.




i TABLE l2a
Mean Ratings of The Decision Prccess:

Feminine Context and Male Leader

2 Prescrited Behavior
; Situat:ion Autocratic n Participative n 4
E.
3
. Autocratic £.4174 22 5.8618 22 .931
4 Part:cipat:ive 4.60c8 23 6..391 23 2121 ¢
L *p - .2
! TABLE 12b
Mean Ratings of The Leader's Competence:
Feminine Context and Male Leader
B
4
Prescrabed Behavior
Situation Autocratic n Participative n t
Autocratic 5.7681 <3 3.6377 23 382
Parz:.cipative 4.6377 23 6..449 23 3.495
* p < .801
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TABLE lZc

Mean Rating of the Dec:ision Juality:

Feminine Centext and Male Leader

Prescribed Behavicr
Situat:ion Autocratic n Parricspative n t
Autocratic €.7391 23 5.3636 23 .7iE
Participative 4.4091 2 6.1364 2 3.25%4
¢« p < .21
TABLE 128
Mean Rat:ag of the Benefit to the Orcanization:
ferinine Context and Maie Leader
Prescrcibed Behavicr
Situation Autocratic n Particrpative n t
Autocratic 5.8435 23 5.9891 22 1.3237
Part:.cipative 4.2727 22 $.7391 23 2. 264
*p < .P5
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The results of the experiment provide little support

for the hypotheses as stated. In the masculine context/male
leader condition, there appeared to be little difference
between the subjects' evaluations of the leaders' behavior
in either autocratic or participative situations. There
was, however, a slight preference for the leader who behaved
participatively regardless of situational requirements as
prescribed by Vroom. 1In the other congruent condition,
feminine context/female leader, subjects preferred the
leader who behaved contingently--as prescribed by Vroom--for
two of four measures. This preference, however, surfaced in
the participative prescription alone.

Results that were somewhat more in line with the
hypotheses surfaced in the two non-congruent conditions.
Subjects in the female manager/masculine context condition
clearly preferred the participative leader in the
participative prescription on three of four effectiveness
measures. This response to contingent behavior, however,
failed to surface in the autocratic prescription where
subjects showed no preference either for the autocratic
leader, who behaved theoretically correctly, or for the
participative leader. Parallel effects are revealed in the
results of the second non-congruent condition--feminine
context and male leader. Here, higher ratings occurred for

participative behavior in the participative prescription on
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all four measures--decision process, leader competence,

decision quality, and benefit to the organization.

What might seem to be a slight contingent effect--a
preference for behavior prescribed by Vroom--occurred in

participative prescriptions when the leader's gender and the

context were congruent. But the effect is minor; it

W

occurred only in the feminine context/female leader
condition for two of four effectiveness measures. 1In

essence, there is no compelling evidence that subjects )

s S 1

prefer contingent leadership behavior. The absence of

preference for theoretically prescribed leader behavior is
troubling. The initial study (Hornstein, Heilman, and Cage,

in preparation) unambiguously demonstrated a preference for

leadership behavior that was consistent with theoretical
prescription, specifically, the prescription of Vroom's
model. The investigation of this surprising absence will be

1 discussed in a later section of this chapter ("Subsequent

Analysis").
Thus, there is very little evidence to support the

hypotheses or the findings of a previous study which showed

¥
§.

that subjects taking the role of subordinates rated their
leader's correctly contingent behavior as more effective
% { than non-contingent behavior. The data, however, suggest
' that several other unexpected consistent trends exist.

Building on the analyses of variance, and performing simple
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effects analyses when useful, an attempt was made to
explicate these trends. Results of analyses of both

affective and effective measures are presented.

Additional Analyses

Affective Measures

The hypotheses were framed in terms of effectiveness
measures alone. Simple effects analyses were performed on
affective measures to further explore the data and to
determine if the results parallel those of an earlier study.
The findings of the analyses of variance, shown in Tables 6b
to 8b, reveal a main effect for behavior for each of the
three affective measures. This main effect was the sole
significant effect for the ratings of the likely acceptance
of the decision, F(1,355) = 63.765, p < .01, and its
probable consequence on morale, F(1,355) = 270.491 p < .001.
In contrast, in the leader likeability ratings, the main
effect for behavior, F(1,355) = 253,395 p < .001, was
accompanied by an interaction between behavior and
prescription. Simple effects analyses demonstrated,
however, that the simple main effect for behavior held both
when participative and autocratic behavior were prescribed
(Table 13 and Figure 1). The results therefore indicate
that participative leadership behavior was seen as

congsistently different and better than autocratic behavior

i - I-» 5 I ]
o



TABLE 13

Simple Main Effects of Behavior at Levels of Prescription:

Evaluations of the Leader's Likeability

Source of Variance 88 af ns F
Autocratic

Prescription 330.8949 1 33p.8949 194 .644 *
Participative

Pregcription 127.781¢6 1 127.7826 75.1656 *
Error 333 1.700
* p < ,001

TABLE 14

Simple Main Effect of Sehavior at Levels of Prescription:

Evaivation of the Leader's Activity

Source of Variance SS at ns F
Autocratic

Prescription 113.24¢85 1 113.2485 67.801 ee
Participative

Prescription 15.6476 1 15.6476 9.259
Error 3 1.698

¢ p < 0085 te p ¢ 061
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FIGURE 1
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in ratings of each of the affective measures.

A somewhat different pattern emerged for the measure
evaluating the leader's activity/potency (Tables 5a and 5b).
Again, there was a main effect for behavior, F(1,346) =
59.399 p < .081; the autocratic leader was seen as more
potent than the participative leader. A prescription by
behavior interaction, F(1,346) = 13.047 p < .001, and a
three-way interaction among prescription, behavior, and
context, F(1,346) = 7.696 p < .01, prompted simple effects
analyses for clarification. These revealed that the simple
main effect of behavior was evident except when the story
was prescriptively participative and was set in a feminine
context. (Tables 14 & 15, and Figure 2).

Taken together, these results suggest that whether the

leader was participative or autocratic determined affective
reactions to him/her. Participative leaders were all liked
more, seen as more facilitative of good morale and
acceptance of the decision but generally viewed as less

active or potent than autocratic leaders.

Effective Measures

A different pattern emerged in analyses regarding the
four effectiveness measures (Tables lb to 4b). Although a
main effect for behavior resulted from analyses of subjects'’
ratings of the benefit for the organization, E(1,346) =

12,953 p < .P81, a number of patterns emerging in the H




TABLE 15
Simple Main Effect of Behavior at Levels of Context

anc Prescription: Evaluation of the Leader's Activity

Source of Variance 88 daf MS F

Masculine Context,
Autocratic

Prescription 36.4670 1 36.4670 21.5781 *

Masculine Context,
Participative

Prescription 24.1899 1 24,1899 14,3136 *
Feminine Context,
Autocratic

Prescription 85.8437 b 85.8437 58,7951 «

Feminine Context,

Participative
Prescription .6084 1 .6084 .3688
Error 33l 1.6900

* p < ,801
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analyses of the other three measures suggested that the
effects of behavior were not unequivocal. The analysis of
variance for ratings of the decision process demonstrated a
two-way interaction between prescription and behavior,
E(1,346) = 6,215 p < .65, A simple main effects analysis
{(Table 16) demonstrated that subjects preferred
participative behavior when participation was prescribed.
Figure 3 plots the interaction graphically. Thus, unlike
the affective measures, subjects differentiated between the
leader's behavior at levels of prescription--in different
situations—--in ratings of the decision process.

This pattern followed for the measure evaluating
decision quality (Table 3a and b). A main effect for
behavior, F(1,346) = 6.928 p < .01, and an interaction
between prescription and behavior, F(1,346) = 5.606 p < .85,
were evident in the analysis of variance. Again, the
results of the simple effects analyses demonstrated that
subjects preferred participative leadership behavior only in
participatively prescribed situations (Table 17). But also,
an interaction among context, prescription, and behavior was
evident, F(1,346) = 4.137 p < .85. Additional simple
effects analyses (Table 18) revealed that the preference for
participative behavior in participatively prescribed
conditions was evident only in feminine contexts. Figure 4

plots the three-way interaction.
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TABLE 16

Simple Main Effects for Behavior at Levels of

Prescription: Evaluation of the Decision Process

Source of Variance 8s af Ms F
Autocratic i
Prescription 4.5412 1 4.5412 1.6335
j
Participative 3
Prescription 69.4400 1 69.4408 24,9784 * i
M
Error 33 2.7800
*p ¢ B0l
|
i
TABLE 17

Simple Main Effects for Behavior at Levels

of Prescription: Decieion Quaiity

e T T AT TR O e T T O AT

Source cf Variance Ss af Ms F
Autocratic
Prescription .0978 1 .28978 .B8242
[
Participative «
Prescription 56.8977 1 56.8977 14.0627 *
Error 331 4.046
*p < .02
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FIGURE 3

Means of Ratings on the Decision Process at

Levels of Prescription

Good Decision
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A Autocratic
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TABLE 18

Simple Main Effects of Behavior at Levels of Context

and Prescription: Evaluation of the Decision Quality

Source of variance SS af KS F

Masculine Context,

Autocratic

Prescription 4619 1 .4619 L1142

Masculine Contex:,
Participative

Prescription 9.8278 1 9.8278 2.4290

Feminine Context,

Autocratic

—

Prescriptaion 1.2590 1.25680 L3111

Feminine Context,
Participative

Prescription 57.0247 1 57.98247 14,9941 ¢

Error 331 4.046

*p < .p8l
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FIGURE 4

Means of Ratings of the Decision Quality at

Levels of Context and Prescription

Competent
9.8 PRESCRIPTION/BEHAVIOR:
. 4 Autocratic, Autocratic
D Autocratic, Participative
A Participative, Autocratic
8.0 m Participative, Participative
7.0
6.0 /.
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3.“
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Incompetent
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A similar pattern emerged with measures of the leader's
competence (Table 2a and b). A main effect for behavior,
F(1,346) = 6.435 p < .05, and a three-way interactions among
context, prescription, and behavior, F(1,346) = 6.182 p <
.85, resulted frum the analysis of variance. Simple main
effects analyses were performed. Table 19 and Figure 5
demonstrate that, again, participative behavior was
preferred over autocratic behavior when the prescription was
participative in a feminine context. An additional
three-way interaction occurred in response to this measure
among context, gender, and behavior, E(1,346) = 4.023 p <
.05; it represents the single example of gender affecting
the results. Table 20 and Figure 6 demonstrate that both
gender and context affected ratings of the leader's
competence when s/he behaved participatively as compared
with autocratically. The results suggest that subjects
evaluated leaders in non-congruent or mismatched conditions
as most competent when participative.

The analysis of variance and follow-up simple main
effects analyses revealed two general trends. First,
subjects responded to the leader's behavior alone on the
affective measures. The effects of prescription, gender,
and context were not evident. These findings are not
surprising; the same pattern emerged in the initial

investigation (Hornstein, Heilman, and Cage, in
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TABLE 19

Simple Main Effects of Behavior at Levels of Context and

Prescript:on: Evaluation of the Lesder's Competence

Source of Variance ss daf MS F

Masculine Context,
Autocratic

Prescriprion 0426 L 0426 .8.89

Masculine Context,
Participative

1.2366 .5486

[

3 Prescraption 1.2366

Feminine Cortext,
hutocratic

Prescript:ion L1564 1 1564 9694

. Feminine Context,
Participative

Prescription 32.4831 1 32.3831 14.4113

331 2.254
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FIGURE 5

Means of Ratings of the Leader's Competence at

Competent

Incompetent
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TABLE 28

Simple Main Effects of Behavi:or at Levels of Context and

Gender: Evaluation of the Leader's Competence

Source of Variance 1 at MS F
Masculine Context,

Male Leader 7.3647 1 7.3647 3.2653
Mascu.ine Context,

Female Leacder 11.3677 1 11,3677 5.0433 *
Feminine Context,

Male Leader 19.8966 1 12.8966 4.83435
Feminine Context,

Female Leader 4.1141 1 4.1141 1.8252
Ecrreor 33 2.254
* p < .85

97
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FIGURE 6
Means of Ratings of the Leader's Competence at
Levels of Context and Gender
Competent
9.0
GENDER/PRESCRIPTION:
4 Male, Autocratic
8.0 O Male, Participative ‘
A Female, Autocratic
® Female, Participative
7.9
6.0 T— —b
4.0
3.9
2.8
1.9
Incompetent —_— .
CONTEXT: MASCULINE FEMININE
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preparation). Second, the subjects' responses on
effectiveness measures indicated that their responses were
modified by prescription, gender, and context.

Respondents viewed participative leadership behavior as
resulting in the most effective decision process in
participatively but not autocratically prescribed
situations. Also, participative leaders, irrespective of
prescription, were viewed as competent when their gender
failed to match the context. 1In this case, the interaction
of gender and context appeared to affect the subjects’
perceptions. Lastly, in the case of decision quality and
judgements of leader competence, theoretically correct
participative leaders were viewed as most effective only in
feminine contexts. Thus, it is clear from these data that
ratings of effectiveness were not based solely on the
behavior the leader emitted, rather, responses were
moderated by other elements of the situation., Failure to
replicate acceptance of autocratic leadership behavior is

the focus for the following section.

Subsequent Analysis

The results of the analysis conducted thus far, though
different from expectations, are compelling. It turns out
that subjects in the study, when evaluating the decision

process used, discriminated between leaders' participative
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and autocratic behavior in participatively prescribed
situations. The same effect, however, failed to occur in
autocratic situations; there were no differences on
effectiveness measures between subordinates' reactions to
autocratic and participative leaders when Vroom's model
prescribed autocratic behavior. A second finding, one that
is consistent with the general preference for participation,
suggests that a mismatch between a leader's gender and the
context affects subordinates' perceptions of the leader's
competence. The non-congruence appears to 'send up a red
flag! and to highlight participative behavior in
participative situation. The third finding demonstrates a
difference between subordinates' reactions to leaders in
masculine and feminine contexts. The results suggest that
the effect of being correctly contingent in a participative
situation is more robust in feminine than masculine
contexts.

Preference for the theoretically correct leader
behavior, demonstrated in the first study, was not
replicated. Leaders, for example, were not evaluated as
particularly effective when autocratic in situations that
Vroom prescribed as autocratic._ The absence of the
subjects' preference for autocratic leaders in autocratic
situations, demonstrated in the initial study, is the focus

of the following section.
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Why were the results of the initial study (Hornstein,
Heilman, and Cage, in preparation) not replicated in the
present study? In the initial investigation, subjects
responded in line with Vroom's prescriptions in both
autocratic and participative situations. It would be

valuable to determine how the subjects who responded as

expected in this investigation differed from subjects who ‘
did not, and how they differed from the subjects in the
initial study.

One of the purposes cf the following analyses was to
determine whether some subpopulation of this sample
responded favorably to appropriately autocratic leader
behavior and unfavorably to inappropriately participative

behavior. 1In other words, there may be a group that can be

categorized on demographic measures that evaluated the
appropriately autocratic leader as effective and the
inappropriately participative leader as ineffective. The
'‘contingent' group can then be differentiated from the
‘non-contingent' group--those that diluted the anticipated
effect,

The results indicate that, indeed, there were groups of
subjects that responded similarly to those of the initial
study--they evaluated the correctly autocratic leader as
effective and the participative leader, in the same

situation, as ineffective. The 'contingent' group, those ﬂ
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subjects that responded as anticipated, included individuals
who scored above the median on effectiveness measures when
the leader was autocratic in an autocratically prescribed
situation (Group 1). The group also included subjects who
responded at or below the median when the leader was
participative in an autocratic prescription (Group 2). 1In
all sets of analyses, the differences between the scores of
the contingent groups in theoretically appropriate and
inappropriate conditions were significant. Tables 21
through 24 show the comparisons conducted in the four
conditions; masculine context/male leader, feminine
context/female leader, masculine context/female leader, and
feminine context/male leader, respectively. These results
suggest that certain individuals differentially evaluated
leaders' effectiveness depending upon the their behavior in
autocratically prescribed situations.

What demographic characteristics, if any, differ
between the subjects who behaved as precribed by Vroom and
those subjects who failed to do so? 1If differences exist
between these two groups, the results may help to suggest
explanation for the failure to replicate the results of the
initial study in autocratic situations.

Some differences emerged. 1In comparison with those who
failed to abide by contingency theory predictions, subjects

in the contingent group reported: (a) a lower income (Table
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TABLE 2l1a
Evaluation of the Decision Process by Subjects
Who Were Appropriately Contingent:

Masculine Context/Male Leader

Leacder Behavior M D n 3
Group 1 6.436 257 11
.83 ¢
Group 2 3.96¢ 1.128 1g
* p < .00l
TABLE 21b

Evajuation of the Leacer's Competence by Subjects
Who Were Appropriately Contingent:

Masculine Context/Male Leader

Leader Behavicr M SD n t
Group 1 7.364 .823 11

9.08 +
Group 2 3.455 1.167 11
*p < ,301
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TABLE 2lc
Evaluation of the Decision Quality by Subjects
Who Were Appropriately Contingent:

Masculine Context/Male Leader

Leader Behavicr M 8D n t
Group 1 6,786 .893 14
7.36 *
Group 2 2,909 1.708 11 j
A
* 5 < 001

TARLE 216
Evaluat:cn of tne Berefit to the Crganizaticn by Subjec:ts
who Were Appropriately Contingenc:

Masculine Context/Maie Leader

Leader Behavior M sD a 14
Group 1 7.091 . 944 il
6.300 * .
Group 2 2.908 1.792 19
‘:
*p < .001 |
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TABLE 22a

Evaluaticn of the Decision Process oy Sublects

Ll A R —

Who Were Appropriately Contingent:

Feminine Context/Female Leader

Leader Behav:or M SD o] 13
Group 1 6.700 1.9034 by
' 5.79 =
Group 2 3.467 2.172 12
* p < .00]

TABLE 22b
Evaluation of the Leader’s Competence 2y Sutiects
Who Were Appropriateliy Contingent:

Feminine Context/Fema.e leader

Leader Behavicr M SD a t
Group 1 6.909 1.126 1
} 6.96 ¢
Group 2 3.833 .864 12
* p < .00l

badi
.
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TABLE 22¢
Evaluation of the Decision Quality by Sublects
Who Were Appropriately Contingent:

Feminine Context/Female Leader

Leader Behavior M SD n t
! Group 1 6.%09 1.044 i1
f 6.41 #
| Group 2 3.417 1.505 12
* o 'C .p0l

TABLE 226
y Evaluation of the Benefit to the Organization by Sab-ects
'; Who Were Apprepriately Con::ngent:
v

Feminine Context /Female Leader

3 Leader Behavior M SD n t
i
Group 1 6.536 1.586 13
B.21 v
Group 2 2.667 .651 12
* P . 801

e e AF. s Mt - e D s




TABLE 23a
Evaluation of the Decision Process by Sublects
Who Were Appropriately Contingent:

Masculine Ccntext,'Ferale Leader

Leader Behavicr M §D n t
Group 1 7.062 .B89E e

6.83
Group 2 4.527 i.917 13

Evaltation of the Leacer's Corcvetence £y Sublects
who Were Appropr.ately Contingent:

Masculire Context/Female Leader

Leacder Behavior b 8§D n 4
Group = 6.376 . 844 11
Group 2 .091 .398 il
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TABLE 23c
Evaluation of the Decision Quality by Subzects
Who Were Appropriately Contingent:

Masculine Context/Female Leader

Leader Behavior »¥ SD r t
Group 1 6.800 .919 12
4.48 ~
Group 2 4.786 1.188 14
* p ¢ ,001
TABLE 234

Svaluat:on of the Benefit to the Organization by Subec:s
who Were Appropriately Contingent:

Masculine Context/Female Leader

Leader Behavicr M &D n <
Group 1 7.i00 .876 le

5,73 ¢+
Group 2 4.167 1.403 12
* p < .gel
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TABLE 24a
Zvalyation of the Decision Process ty Sub-ects

who Were Apprcpriately Contingent:

. i
Feminine Contexz 'Male Leader
Leader BRehavior bl sC n t
Group 1 6.789 1.258 11 ‘
4.3¢0 * !
Group 2 4.418 1.258 1l

*p < .001
TABLE 24b

Evaluation of the Leader's Competence by Sucrects

Who wWete- Appropriately Contingent:

Feminine Context/Male lLeader

Leader Behavior M sD n t
Group 1 2.97e 1.327 11

7.68 *
Group 2 4,273 874 11

*p < 001




Evaluation of the Cecision Quality by Sucjects

TABLE 24c

Who Were Appropriately Contingent:

Feririne Context/Male Leader

Leader Behavior M sD n T
Group i 6.517 .669 12

9,85
Group 2 3.455 l.128 2
* p < .pgl

TAELE 24¢

Evaluation of the Benefit to the Orcarization bty Subjects
Who Were Appropriately Contingent:
Feminine Context/Male Leader
Leader Bepavicr M SD n t
Group 1 6.769 1.482 13
5.22
Group 2 3.818 i.250 11
*p < .P01

110
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25a); (b) a lower age (Table 25b); (c) a greater number of i
subordinates (Table 25c¢); (d) spending less time in Lthe
organization (Table 25d); (e) a lower prestige rating
(Table 25e); and (f) spending less time on the job (Table
25e). 1In general, subjects who were less powerful--less
time on the job and the organization, lower prestige and
income, as well as younger--were those who followed the
prescriptions of contingency theory.

These results are surprising. The findings of the
initial study suggested that individuals on the upper realm
of certain demographic variables were more likely to follow
the prescriptions of contingency theory. The results just
cited, on the other hand, suggest that those on the lower
end of these same demographic variables were more likely to
follow Vroom's prescriptions for leader behavior. It is
conceivable that the two groups of subjects used in the
initial and present studies were significantly different
from one another. Furthermore, the subjects in the
contingent group of this investigation may be gimilar to
those subjects who responded favorably to theoretically
contingent leaders in the initial study (Hornstein, Heilman,
and Cage, in preparation). In other words, the subjects who
were rated above the median on certain demographic variables
in the first study may be similar to those subjects of this

investigation that were rated lower on the same variables,
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TABLE 25a
/
Demograghic Characteristics of the Contingent and

. Non-Contingent Subiects in the Present Study Who

;L' Evaluate Decision Quality:

& Masculine Context and Male Leacder

b

4

1 Demographic

f. Variable Contingent Non-Contingent <

1 Prestige 54.625 24 54.895 19 .e9

3
Time in the €2..20 25 65.895 19 .22

Organization

3

Time on the 2l.240 25 44,789 9 2.6
Job

o
Sutordinates <.120 25 7.737 i9 1.63
Incone 28.435 23 38.278 18 2.8 *
Age 31.62% 24 34.350 2¢ 1.36
*p< .85
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TABLE 235

Demograpnhic Character:iatics of zne Corntingent and
Non-Contingent Subjects :in the Present Study Wno
Evaluated the Process:

Femin.ne Corntex: and Fermale leacer

Demographic

variabile Conzingent Non-Contingent kS

Prestige £3.62% 16 52,318 22 -1

Time :n the £2.6€7 is T1.4E3 <2 .47
Qrganizat:ien

Time on tle 41.625 16 36.091 22 .27
Job

Subordinates 8.933 18 3,682 o2 i.74

Income 31.346 13 3€.518 22 1.3

Age 38.857 21 35.609 22 ‘.05 -

* £ < .05

Rk s Nt s




TABLE 25c

Demographic Characteristics of the Contingent and

Non-Contingent Subjects .r tne Present Study Who

Evaluated Leader Competence:

Feminine Cortext anc Femele Leader

Demograghic

vVariable Contingent Non-Contingent t

Frestige €3.250 16 $2.591 PP3 .28

Time .in the £e.567 L3 "9.626 i 1.él
Crgan:zaticen

Time c¢n the 37.000 i6 dl.4582 . .35
Joo

Subordinates 12.332 15 2.727 ie 2.6%

Income 12,2080 14 36.952 21 1.6

Age il1.001 <2 ac 392 iz 1.92

*p < .85
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TABLE <56

Demographic Characterigtics of the Tontingent and
Non-Corntingent Subjects in the Present Study Who
Evaluated Decisicn Quaiity:

Mascuiine Context and Female Leader

Demograpnic

Var:atle ccntangent Non-Contirngent 4

Prestice 5¢.185 19 51.737 ) .87

Time .n :ne 44,263 .9 iPE.706 Mol 2.4
Orgar:zat:.cn

Time on tne 32.529 b 40.°%¢ i€ .78
Jeb

Scubordirates 1,263 ) €.276 L7 i.24

income 32.722 .8 35.972 14 .47

Age ie..26 <2 1..€434 13 1.53

* P < .05

115
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TABLE 2fe

Demcgrapnic Characteristics of the Contingent and

Non-Contingent Subjects in tne Pregent Study Who

i Evaluated the Benefi: for the Organization:
F Masculine Context and Female _eacer
-
: Demdgraphnic
] variable Contingent Kon-Contingent t
F . »
Prest:ge 46.869 ) £2.730 <0 2.1
)
i Time 1in the 5..056 lE 9€.333 1€ 2.74
Zrgarn.zat.on
T.me orn the z1.200 17 50.87S M3 2.46 "
Joo
Zubcrdinazes 2.944 i8 5.289 18 i.82
p
Incore 32.529 17 35,123 b -
Ace 32.790 20 :2.329 2l .31
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i Both groups, it should be remembered, followed the
: prescriptions of contingency theory.
Analyses were conducted to determine the differences

that existed between subjects in the first and present

S iU 8

studies. The results of Table 26 show that several

-
~-

Lb o

F
differences occur. First, subjects in the initial study

—

score significantly lower on ratings of prestige than
subjects in this study. Second, subjects in the initial
study reported supervising fewer subordinates than those of
the present investigation. Lastly, the income of subjects
in the first study was lower than the income of those in
this investigation. &

Another major difference between the sample employed in

WIS IO T T s v PRI T Y TV H T —— Y

the first and the present studies was that half of those in
the first study were female while all in the second study
were male. Women were more positive in their evaluation of
correctly contingent leaders, to include autocratic leaders
in autocratic situations. It would be very interesting to
investigate the evaluations of female subjects.
Fortunately, this analysis was possible. While collecting
data from male subjects in classrooms, women MBA students
were encountered. In all, 82 women responded to the
instruments. The demographic data presented in Table 27
describe the women. The adjacent column lists comparable

data from the males in the present study. It is interesting

o d
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] TABLE 26
Democrapnic Characteristics cf tne Sudblects

in Study ¢1 and Scudy 2

4 LTI e el

/ Variable Study ¢1 Study #2 t
E Prestige 40.727 22 53.87¢ 322 6.39 **

Time in the 61.80¢0 <5 67.245 39 .48
Crganization

Time on tne 2%.391 s 33,322 3T .49
Jce

Subordinazes 292 <b 7.8 e c.32

Income 22.272 z2 34.696 <9¢ 1,93 »

Age 32.652 . 3z.3%4 44 .21

«p o< .05 = o - 20l

_ TAELE 2

Denmcgrapric Characteristics of tne SuC-ects

1n the Present Study: Male and Female
' Variable Female Male 3 !
" )
b Prest:ge ¥ 52.864 66 53.363 322 .99 i
' sd 6.946 £.59 1
Time in the E
Crganization M §.31 66 67.209 320 2.63 =+ !4
sd  33.896 55.890 V
Time on the .
Job M 22.374 64 12,293 3le 2.31 » H
sd 16.521 37,169 i
Subordinates M 5.721 62 7,041 321 .67
sd 14,338 i4.138
Incone ] 24.969 65 34.747 300 5.42 wwe
sd 8.329 14.012
Age M 31.421 76 32.980 4 .61 i
sd 7.827 7.583

*p < .02 ** p < .01 **e o o< 001

=
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to note that the women were of the same age as the males.
The amount of time they spent in their organizations and on
the job were less than the comparable males. Most striking,
however, is the difference in mean income.

Tables 1 through 4 of Appendix B provide the results of
the female subjects' responses on the effectiveness
measures. The data, though insufficient for statistical
analysis between cells, suggest that women were somewhat
more willing to accept the appropriately autocratic leader.
Another procedure, specifically the one used with the data
from male subjects above, was used to evaluate the
differences between the contingent and non-contingent
groups.

Because of the small sample size, none of the
comparisons was significantly different. However, one trend
is demonstrated. As suggested before with the differences
between the contingent and non-contingent groups, younger
women with lower prestige ratings were more favorable in
their evaluation of the correctly contingent leader than
other women.

In general, subjects in this study who rated effective
leaders as those following the prescriptions of Vroom's
model were more gimilar to the subjects in the initial
study. The individuals imr the-initial study, in should be

recalled, also rated appropriately contingent leaders as
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most effective. These firdings are seductive. They suggest
that three groups of subjects have been tapped in the
initial and present studies: (a) a group in the initial
study who had lower ratings on certain demographic variables
and preferred participative leadership; (b) a group in the
initial and present studies who scored higher on demographic
variables and preferred correctly contingent leaders; and
(c) a group in this study who scored higher than the other
two in terms of demographic measures but who preferred

correctly participative leadership.

summary

Four hypotheses were developed about the ways in which
subordinates evaluate the effectiveness of different
leaders. The key elements to the model include the context
within which the activity occurs, the leader's personal
characteristic, the situational contingencies as described
by Vroom, and the leader's behavior. A match between the
context and the leader's personal characteristic will be of
little interest to the observer. 1In this case, the
situational contingencies confronting the leader will be
salient. The leader will be evaluated based upon the match
between his/her behavior and the prescription in terms of
the observers implicit or naive theory of leadership. If on

the other hand, the leader's personal characteristic fails

RSN S
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to match the context, a different type of evaluation occurs.
The leader's characteristic and behavior are evaluated for
congruence in terms of the observer's stereotyped
judgements. A match between the leader's characteristic and
behavior produces a favorable evaluation while a mismatch
incurs a negative evaluation.

Both hypotheses la and 1lb dealt with conditions in
which the leader's gender and the context were congruent or
matching. Hypothesis la stated that a male manager in a
masculine context will be rated more positively when he
behaves as prescribed by Vroom's model. Hypothesis la was
not supported. On four effectiveness measures, subjects
failed to discriminate between theoretically appropriate and
inappropriate behavior,

Hypothesis 1lb asserted that a female leader in a
feminine context will be rated as effective when she behaves
as prescribed by Vroom's model. The hypothesis was
partially supported. Subjects failed to discriminate
between leaders' behavior, autocratic and participative, in
autocratically prescribed situations. However, subjects
rated the correctly participative leader as more effective
than the incorrectly autocratic leader on two of four

measures of effectiveness.
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Both hypotheses la and 1lb dealt with conditions in
which the leader's gender and the context were congruent.
Hypotheses 2a and 2b, however, dealt with the expectations
in mismatched or non-congruent conditions. Hypothesis 2a
articulated that female managers in a masculine context will
be rated more positively when they behave participatively
than when contingent--as prescribed by Vroom. As with
hypothesis 1b, the hypothesis is partially supported.
Subjects did not evaluate the correctly autocratic leader as
more effective than the incorrectly participative leader in
an autocratically prescribed situation, but viewed the
correctly participative leader as more effective on three of
four effectiveness measures.

Hypothesis 2b stated that the male leader in a feminine
context will be rated as more effective when he behaves
autocratically than when behaving contingently. No support
was provided for the hypothesis. Subjects rated the
autocratic leader in an autocratically prescribed situation
as no more effective than a participative leader, yet rated
the correctly participative leader as more effective than
the autocratic leader on all four measures of effectiveness.

Several significant interactions and main effects
occurred for the four factors. The data were explored using
simple main effects analyses. Three themes were consistent

in the results. First, subjects in this study evaluated the




123
correctly participative leader as using the most effective
decision process. The simple effects analysis of the
decision process ratings demonstrated that the interaction
of prescription and behavior was caused by the evaluation of
the correctly participative leader. Additionally, there is
some evidence that the subjects saw participative leaders as
more competent than autocratic leaders when the leader's
gender was incongruent with the context. The incongruence
occurred, for example, when a male leader operated in a
feminine context. This effect was the lone finding that
appeared to be related to gender. Finally, the subjects in
this study evaluated leaders' behavior as vastly different
in masculine and feminine contexts. The correctly
participative leader in a feminine context, irrespective of
gender, was evaluated as especially competent and using the
best decision process.

Subsequent to the main analysis, several findings of
note were discovered. Subjects in the four sets of
autocratic situations were separated into contingent and
non-contingent groups. The contingent group evaluated the
correctly autocratic leader as effective and the incorrectly
participative leader as ineffective; the non-contingent
group responded in the opposite manner. An analysis of the
two groups revealed six differences. In comparison with

those who failed to abide by contingency theory predictions,
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subjects in the contingent group reported: (a) a lower
income; (b) a lower age; (c) a greater number of
subordinates; (d) spending less time in the organization;
(e) a lower prestige rating; and (f) spending less time on
the job. 1In general, subjects who were less powerful--less
time on the job and the organization, lower prestige and
income, as well as younger--were those who followed the
prescriptions of contingency theory. Further analyses
revealed that, in general, subjects in this study who rated
effective leaders as those following the prescriptions of
contingency theory were gimilar to the subjects in the
initial study, individuals who also rated appropriately
contingent leaders as most effective. The results of
analyses suggest that three groups of subjects have been
tapped in the initial and present studies: (a) & group in
the initial study who had lower ratings on certain
demographic variables and preferred participative
leadership; (b) a group in the initial and present studies
who scored higher on demographic variables and preferred
correctly contingent leaders; and (c) a group in this study
who scored higher than the other two in terms of demographic

mrasures but who preferred participative correctly participative

leadership.
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Chapter 1V

DISCUSSION

The hypotheses in this investigation received little
support. The results, however, have important implications
for the assumptions of contingency theory (Heilman and
Hornstein, 1981). Therefore, this discussion will first
consider the anticipated results that failed to occur, and
then the findings in this investigation that are important

for future work on contingency theories of leadership.

Effect of Gender

Except for the effect that occurred between gender,
behavior, and context assessing the leader's competence, the
leader's gender seemed to have no effect on people'’s
responses. Such effects were predicted and would have
provided a basis for refuting the assumption of
interchangeability. Had they occurred, it would have
demonstrated that in the case of gender difference,
subordinates react and evaluate leaders with differing
personal characteristics in different ways. Contrary to
prediction, however, the results of this investigation
cannot be used to refute the assumption of

interchangeability.
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At least two possible causes for the lack of gender
difference exist. First, the results may be a valid picture
for the subjects of this study. These MBA students may, in
fact, view male and female leaders as identical in terms of
their potential effectiveness., Other factors, such as their
behavior and its match with the situations encountered on
the job, may contribute much more to explaining why a leader
is evaluated as effective than any personal characteristic
to include gender.

Some studies support this conclusion i.e., that gender
has little effect on subordinate evaluation of leaders
(Bartol, 1974, 1975, 1978; Osborn and Vicars, 1976; Taylor
and Ilgen, 1979). Bass (198l) also recently suggested that
although gender is important, it is confounded with other
factors in senior-subordinate relations., 1In addition,
several studies demonstrate that sex-role stereotypes for
both men and women are changing and are less robust than
only a few years ago (Kravetz, 1976; Tavris, 1977).

Indeed, Bass (1981) prefaces his remarks about gender
differences and leadership by stating that society is in
transition, and he suggests that the topic of women, and how
they differ from males in terms of leadership, was of
transitory consequence (p.492). Conceivably, this group of
MBA students consists of members on the 'leading edge' of

the transition. They may, in fact, attend little to gender
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as an important distinction among leaders. The results
would then follow as accurate and valid findings.

A methodological artifact is the second possible
explanation for the lack of gender effect. Two causes are
suggested: (a) the experimental design, and (b) the
particular stories used. First, the design may have limited
subjects' attention to leader's gender. Because the design
was a between-subjects factorial with sixteen conditions,
each subject read only one, single-page story. It is
conceivable that the single exposure reduced the salience of
gender by eliminating any experimentally provided
comparison. In the closed context of the experiment,
subjects may have artificially but obediently eliminated
real life comparisons from their minds. This possibility
highlights the advantages of repeated-measures designs. It
is interesting to note that the initial investigation
(Hornstein, Heilman, and Cage, in preparation) used a
within-subjects design with excellent results.

A second methodological artifact that potentially
affected the outcomes for gender is the operational
definition and manipulation of gender. Quite simply, the
manipulation may have been buried in a mound of other
information. The gender difference in every story was
provided by the leader's name and referents--he, she,

himself, herself, etc. It is entirely plausible that the

e
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subjects were so actively engaged in locating and analyzing
the situational contingencies that they either failed to pay
attention to the leader's gender or forgot it while
responding to dependent variable measures. Normal
interactions between leaders and subordinates are
face-to-face interactions--a person backs up a name. To
more closely simulate actual interactions, it may be useful
to make the leader's gender unmistakable and remarkable. A
picture of a male or female can be placed in the
experimental instrument to show the acting subordinate
his/her ‘'leader.' The picture would clearly point to the
permanent personal characteristics~-male or female--and help
to create a gender effect. Of course, this tactic may
produce artifacts as a consequence of experimental demands.
It may create an effect for an especially salient stimulus
introduced by the experimznter, while the same result may

fail to occur in a field setting (Osborn and Vicars, 1976).

Reaction to Autocratic Leaders

A consistent, yet thoroughly unanticipated finding of
the study was a lack of preference for autocratic leaders.
The appropriately autocratic leader was not viewed as more
effective than an inappropriately participative leader on
all effectiveness measures. These results are surprising;

appropriately autocratic leaders were favored in the initial
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study (Hornstein, Heilman, and Cage, in preparation).

Two potential causes for the assessments of
appropriately autocratic leaders appear evident: (a) the
between-subjects design, and (b) the particular subjects in
this study. The effects of the stories may have been
affected by the between-subjects design, That is, the
serial exposure to autocratic and participative stories in
the initial study provided a more informed basis for
evaluating autocratic and participative leader behavior.
Subjects would read stories in which autocratic behavior was
theoretically preferable to participation, and vica versa.

On the other hand, this possibility seems unlikely
because the stories themselves appeared to produce the
desired result in Vroom's studies, the initial study, and
the pilot (see the data provided in Chapter II). The
strongest argument against believing that the single
exposure to the stories induced a rejection of autocratic
leaders comes from the subsequent analysis. Some subgroups
did, in fact, respond as anticipated. These results and
their implications are discussed below.

The second potential cause for the rejection of
autocratic leadership lies with the subjects themselves.
Assuming that the stories provided are appropriate

experimental manipulations, the subjects in this study may

reject autocratic behavior or the theoretical conditions




130

that mandate its use. That is, the values of these subjects
may reject autocratic behavior irrespective of the normative
theoretical constraints suggested by Vroom. This effect may
be caused by the subjects' experience in leader-subordinate

relations.

Recall that the subjects in this study were MBA
candidates in business schools. They were well educated,
4 made very adequate salaries, and worked in an array of
industrial/business settings. Their experiences may have
‘ been shaped by a so-called 'MBA ethic': a belief in others'
worth and the advantages of participative, team-based
decision processes. Additionally, because of their level in
organizations, subjects in this group, more than the
population at large, may be exposed to situations that
preclude using autocratic processes. Vroom and Yetton
(1973) state that time constraints, one potential

justification for autocratic processes, appear to be

4 infrequent in managerial decision-making (pp.75-6).
: Possibly, the nature of these subjects' day-to-day work
tasks require the benefits of participation (shared
* information, acceptance of the decision by subordinates,
~§ etc.) more than the benefits of autocratic processes.
The failure to obtain either gender effects or
comparatively high effectiveness ratings for appropriately

autocratic leaders is certainly important, but it is by no
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means clear that their absence is firm evidence for
accepting the assumption of interchangeability. Further
important findings are based on obtained results and are

discussed in the following section.

Subjects responded differently in situations in which
autocratic and participative decision-making processes were
prescribed. The hypothesized interaction of prescription
and behavior for effectiveness measures occurred in several
participative but in no autocratic situations. A plausible
explanation is framed in terms of these subjects' implicit
theories of leadership. These subjects' experiences appear
to be vastly different from the experiences of the
population at large. They are well educated, well paid, and
work in a wide variety of industrial settings. Their
experiences have been shaped by participative, team-based
processes in organizations affected by job enrichment and
‘humanized' environments. These experiences probably affect
these subjects' implicit expectations of leaders and their
behaviors: their implicit theories of leadership.
Conceivably, subordinates implicitly discriminated between
those decisions that are independent of their acceptance and
those that rest solely upon unrestrained cooperation and

enthusiasm. They appear to accept participative
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decision-making processes when the conditions favor their
use. Interestingly, these subjects did not prefer the
appropriately participative leader throughout all
conditions. For example, the appropriately participative
leader was viewed as using the most effective decision
process irrespective of the context. Yet, in terms of the
decision quality and the leader's competence, the correctly
participative leader was viewed as effective only in
feminine contexts. The change of preference with context

bears discussion.

Preference Changes with Context

The results of the investigation demonstrate that
subjects' evaluations of a leader behavior varied in
response to changes in context. In general, subjects
evaluated the leader as most competent and making the
highest quality decision when correctly participative in a
feminine context (Chapter III, Tables 18 and 19).

It is reasonable to believe that context formed a
stereotyped or normative backdrop for assessing leaders’
behavior. The contextual cues highlighted the salience of
some criteria for evaluating leader behavior. Conceivably,
their stereotyped previews of the organization's climate.
its functions, and standard operating procedures all

affected the perception of a leader's behavior in that
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centext. Some contexts, for example, are conducive to
autocratic leadership processes and the norms of the
organization adjust to favor more autocratic processes. 1In
such an environment, a leader's participative behavior,
though theoretically appropriate, will be perceived and
evaluated by subordinates as 'out of place' if not bizarre.
On the other hand, countless examples can be cited of
organizations where autocratic procedures, though
theoretically correct, are likely to be perceived as
counter-normative. This explanation underscores the
importance of understanding organizational climate and
members' expectations on perceptions of leader behavior and
has a bearing upon the assumption of interchangeable context
discussed by Heilman and Hornstein (198l1). Leaders may be
required to alter their range of behavior as they vary their
context because of changing subordinate expectations.

The interpretation of contextual effects, though
critical in this investigation, must be qualified. The
results may be confounded by the manner in which context was
manipulated. The experimental manipulation for context
consisted of two 'masculine' and two 'feminine' occupations.
These occupations, however, were not fully crossed through
the 2 X 2 X 2 X 2 factorial. It is conceivable, for
example, that subjects responded to the particular

stereotyped attributes of any one of the occupations
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differently from the way they did for any other. Although
the confound potentially contaminated the results, the pilot
data suggested that, in the case of the four occupations
that were finally used, subjects responded in line with
expectations. That is, subjects in the pilot study rated
the two masculine occupations as 'masculine' and the two
feminine occupations as 'feminine' on nine-point scales.
Moreover, the two occupations within each category,
masculine and feminine, were rated equivalently. These
findings offer no support for the contention that the

confound, though present, affected these data.

Subpopulation Differences

While investigating the failure of subjects to endorse
theoretically appropriate autocratic leaders, subpopulation
differences were identified. Three different groups were
differentiated among subjects who participated in the
initial and present studies. The pattern suggests that two
groups reject the effectiveness of any form of autocratic
behavior. One of them endorses participation regardless of
its appropriateness, the other only when it is appropriate.
The third group said theoretically contingent leaders were
effective and non-contingent leaders were not, The first
group, identified in the results of the initial study,

consisted of subjects who prefer participation regardless of
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situational constraints. The group was characterized by its
'lower' standing on several demographic variables: income,
occupational prestige, age, and number of subordinates. The
second group included subjects in the present study who
preferred participation in appropriate situations yet

rejected autocratic behavior. The group was characterized

by its 'higher' standing on demographic variables: age,
time in the organization, prestige, and time on the job.

The third group, identified in both studies, consisted of
those subjects who rated contingent leaders behavior as most
effective. This group was intermediate between the other
two groups on demographic measures,

Several possible causes can explain the relationship

between the subjects' responses and their standing on
demographic measures. First, there is reading ability.
‘Those in the lower demographic group who indiscriminately
preferred participation may also have lower levels of
reading comprehension than those in the other two groups.
Instead of responding to the situational constraints as
suggested by Vroom, these subjects may have responded only
to the leader's final behavior. They were lost in the
stories complexity, but saw and understood the last few
sentences which were deliberately set off from the rest and
completely capitalized. Additionally, for this group with

its lower status in the work hierarchy, the preference for
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participation may reflect their desire for greater
satisfaction on the job, and possibly, the novelty of a
participative leader.

Following this line of thought, at each of the three
levels or groups, individuals may work for vastly different
reasons. Members of the lower group may work merely for
security; they are not 'followers'--active and willing
participants--but subordinates based on a structural
relationship with a superior. These people are largely
minority; they achieve a measure of security with

participation that they would not have with another,

possibly biased leader/manager. Additionally, they are not
personally linked with the goals of the organization and
assume that they have little chance for promotion or
advancement. Hence, their interests would be met most
readily by a boss who behaved in ways that increased their
satisfaction and affiliation while or the job. 1In other
words, a participative leader would serve to increase
subordinate satisfaction; the literature supports this
contention (Preston and Heinz, 1949; Ziller, 1954).

The assumptions and interests of the middle group are
different. The members of this 'contingent’' group are more
powerful than those in the first. Their own interests may
be tied to the organization and its success; the members of

this group, who haven't quite 'made it' to the degree that




i dne L alitc ]

137

the third group has, are aspiring 'followers.' They view
the most effective processes as personally beneficial since
their goals and those of the organization are linked.
Theoretically, the prescription of Vroom's model is accepted
since the outcomes best serve the interests of both
individual and organization. Group members can tolerate an
autocratic boss since to do so is in their best interests.

The same can not be said for the third or 'upper'
group. Members of this cluster are firmly entrenched in the
organization. They are more powerful, more creative, of
higher status, and have a different set of experiences to
guide their expectations. They do not expect to be led;
they expect to lead or, at a minimum, participate.
Autocratic leadership behavior is never perceived as
effective by this group; they have crucial information and
are concerned with less structured, long-range problems
facilitated by participative processes. These people are
not indiscriminately endorsing participative behavior, but
they always disapprove of behavior that is autocratic.

The implications of the these subpopulations are clear.
Subordinate characteristics must be considered by leaders in
deciding upon the leadership process to employ. These
characteristics appear to be associated with different
expectations and implicit theories of leadership which may

eventually determine the acceptance of a leader and his/her

PV
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eventual effectiveness.

Implications for Future Research

The results of the present study suggest several
implications for future research on the assumptions of
contingency theory. First, clear advantages exist for using
repeated measures/within-subjects designs for future
studies. Serial exposure to situations and leaders'
behaviors provide a basis for comparison and also more
closely approximate normal leader-subordinate interaction.
The more powerful designs will stand a better chance,
additionally, of invalidating the alternative hypothesis
regarding the effects of particular stories. Second, the
issue of leader interchangeability is not closed due to
possible confounds. Future studies on the assumption are
advised to use more potent means to operationally define the
manipulated personal characteristics e.g., photographs.
Also, other personal characteristics, to include race, would
provide important information about the perceptions of
subordinates based on leader characteristics. Third, this
investigation identified the effect of contextual cues on
the perception of leaders. A series of studies manipulating
ranges of contextual cues can provide important information
about the of interchangeable contexts. Lastly, and most

importantly, the findings of this study provide support for
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the contention that subordinates carry an implicit or naive
theory of leadership. The results have, furthermore,
suggested that these naive theories vary among individuals
in ways that may be systematically associated with people’'s
demographic characteristics. Future research should be
conducted with the purpose of further identifying and
specifying the apparent relationship of demographics with

responses to a leader's behavior.

G e e e e



140

References

Abramowitz, S.I., Abramowitz, C.V., Jackson, C., and
Gomes, B. The politics of clinical judgment: What
nonliberal examiners infer about women who don't stifle
themselves, Journal of Consulting and Clinical
Psychology, 1973, 41, 385-391.

Anastasi, A., and Foley, J.P. Differential Psychology. New
York: Macmillan, 1949,

Asch, S.E. The doctrine of suggestion, prestige and

imitation in social psychology. Psychological Review,
1948, 55, 256-276.

Baron, A.S. Selection, development and socialization of

women. Business Quarterly, 1977, 42, 61.

Bartol, K.M. Male vs. female leaders: The effect of leader
need for dominance on follower satisfaction. Academy of
Management Journal, 1974, 17, 225-233.

Bartol, K.M. The effect of male versus female leaders on
follower satisfaction and performance. Journal of
Business Research, 1975, 3, 33-42.

Bartol, K.M. The sex structuring of organizations: A

search for possible causes. Academy of Management




141

Review, 1978, 3, 885-815.

Bartol, K.M., and Butterfield, D.A. Sex effects in

evaluating leaders. Journal of Applied Psychology,
1976, 61, 446-454.

Bass, B.M. Leadership, Psychology, and Organizational
Behavior. New York: Harper, 1968.

Bass, B.M. (Ed.). Stogdill's Handbook of Leadership: A
Survey of Theory and Research. New York: Free Press,
1981.

Bass, B.M., Krusell, J., and Alexander, R.A. Male
managers' attitudes toward working women. American

Behavioral Scientist, 1971, 15, 221-236.

Bayes, M., and Newton, P.M, Women in authority: A

sociopsychological analysis. Journal of Applied
Behavioral Sciences, 1978, 14, 7-28.

Bowman, G.W., Worthy, N.B., and Greyser, S.A. Are women

executives people? Harvard Business Review, 1965, 43,
14-28; 164-178.

Broverman, 1.K., Vogel, S.R., Broverman, D.M., Clarkson,
F.E., and Rosenkrantz, P.S. Sex-role stereotypes: A

current appraisal. Journal of Social Issues, 1972, 28,
59—78 .

NP Srrrre




142

Bullard, P.D., and Cook, P.E. Sex and workstyle of leaders

and followers: Determinants of productivity.

Psychological Reports, 1975, 36, 545-6.

Cash, T.F., Gillen, B., and Burns, D.S. Sexism and
"beautyism™ in personnel consultant decision making.

Journal of Applied Psychology, 1977, 62, 381-311.

Cartwright, D., and Zander, A. (Eds.). Group Dynamics:

Research and Theory (3rd ed.). New York: Harper and
Row, 1968,

Cohen, S., and Bunker, K.A. The subtle effect of sex role
stereotypes on recruiters' hiring decisions. Journal of

Applied Psychology, 1976, 68(5), 566-572.

Cronbach, L.J. Coefficient alpha and the internal

structure of tests. Psychometrika, 1951, 16, 297-334.

Deaux, K., and Taynor, J. Evaluation of male and female

ability: Bias works in two ways. Psychological Reports,
1973, 32, 261-262.

Epstein, C.F. Woman's Place. Berkeley: University of

California Press, 1978.

Eskilson, A., and Wiley, M.G. Sex composition and

leadership in small groups. Socjiometry, 1976, 39,




PR tp

143

183-194.

Feldman-Sumners, S., and Kiesler, S.B. Those who are
2 number two try harder: The effect of sex on
j attributions of causality. Jourpal of Personality and
Social Psychology, 1974, 38, 846-855.

Fernberger, S.W. Persistence of stereotypes concerning sex

differences. Jourpal of Abnormal and Social Psychology,
1948, 43, 97-101.

Fiedler, F.E. A contingency model of leadership

effectiveness. In L. Berkowitz (Ed.) Advances in

Experimental Social Psychology (Vol.l). Ne& York:

Academic Press, 1964.

Fiedler, F.E. A Theory of Leadership Effectjveness. New
York: McGraw-Hill, 1967.

Fiedler, F.E. Note on the methodology of the Graen, Orris, !

and Alveres studies testing the contingency model.

Journal of Applied Psychology, 1971, 55, 202-284.

Fiedler, F.E. The contingency model and the dynamics of

the leadership process. In L. Berkowitz (Ed.) Advances
in Experimental Social Psychology (Vol. 1ll). New York:

Academic Press, 1978.

Fiedler, F.E., and Chemers, M.M. Leadership and Effective




144

Management. Glenview IL: Scott, Foresman, and Co.,
1974.

Fiedler, F.E., Chemers, M.M., and Mahar, L. Ilmproving
Leadership Effectiveness: The Leader-Match Concept. New
York: Wiley, 1976.

Frantzve, J. The influence of gender composition of
leaderless group discussions on ratings of

affectiveness. Doctoral Dissertation, University of

T A "

Georgia, Athens, 1979,

Garrett, C.S., Ein, P.L., and Tremaine, L. The development

of gender stereotyping of adult occupations in
elementary school children. Child Development, 1977,
48, 507-512.

Gilmer, B. Industrial Psychology. New York: McGraw-Hill,
1961.

Goldberg, P. Are women prejudiced against women?

Iransactions, 1968, 5, 28-38@.

Graen, G., Alvares, K., Orris, J.B., and Martella, J.A.
Contingency model leadership effectiveness: antecedents
and evidential results. Psychological Bulletin, 1978,
14, 285-296.

Graen, G., Orris, J.B., and Alvares, K.M. Contingency




e &t ay B o - o

145

model of leadership effectiveness: some experimental

results. Journal of Applied Psychology, 1971, 55,
196-201,

Hamiltor. D.L., and Gifford, R.K. Illusory correlation in
interpersonal perception: A cognitive basis of
stereotyped judgements. Journal of Experimental Social
Psychology, 1976, 12, 392-487.

Hansen, D. Sex Differences and Supervigion. Paper

presented at the the American Psychological Association

Convention, New Orleans, 1974.

Heider, F. The Psychology of Interpersonal Relations. New
York: Wiley, 1958.

Heilman, M.E. Sex bias in work settings: An analysis of
sex discrimination and self-limiting behavior. In Staw
and Cummings, Research in Organizational Behavior, Vol.

5, Greenwich CT: JAI Press, forthcoming.

Heilman, M.E., and Guzzo, R.A. The perceived cause of work
success as a mediator of sex discrimination in
organizations. Qrganizational Behavior and Human
Performance, 1978, 21, 346-357.

Heilman, M.E., and Hornstein, H.A. What is effective

leadership behavior: The subordinate perspective.

——




G el i 5ol —Cuch, aae ) 3

146

Unpublished manuscript. 1981.

Hill, T.E., and Schmitt, N. Individual differences in
leadership decision making. QOrganizatiopal Behavior and
Human Performance, 1977, 19, 353-367.

Hollander, E.P., and Julian, J.W. Contemporary trends in

the analysis of leadership processes. Psychological
B.u.llﬁ.t.inr 1969' 11.(.5.)_: 387-397.

Hornstein, H.A., Heilman, M.E., and Cage, J.H. Follower
perception and evaluation of contingent leadership

behavior. In preparation.

Hunter, J.E. Images of women. Jourpal of Social Issues,
1976 ’ 3_2' 7—17 .

Jago, A.G., and Vroom, V.H. Predicting leader behavior
from a measure of behavioral intent. Academy of
Management Journal, 1978, 21(4), 715-721.

Jones, E.E., and Davis, K.E. From acts to dispositions:
The attribution process in person perception. Advances
in Experimental Social Psychology, 1965, 2, 219-266.

Jones, E.E., Kanouse, D.E., Kelley, H.H., Nisbett, R.E.,
valins, S., and Weiner, B. (Eds.). Attribution:
Perceiving the Causes of Behavior. Morristown NJ:

General Learning Press, 1972.




Mook M L e i g

147

Ratz, D., and Kahn, R.L. The Social Psychology of
Organizations (2nd ed.). New York: John Wiley and Sons,
1978.

Kelley, H.H. Attribution theory in social psychology. In
D. Levine (Ed.), Nebraska Symposium on Motivation (Vol.

15). Lincoln: University of Nebraska Press, 1967.

Kerr, S., Schreisheim, C.A., Murphy, C.J., and Stogdill,
R.M. Toward a contingency theory of leadership based

upon the consideration and initiating structure

literature. Qrganizational Bebavior and Human
Performance, 1974, 12(1), 62-82,

Komarovsky, M. Functional analysis of sex roles. American
Sociological Review, 1950, 15, 508-516.

Korman, A.K. 'Consideration', 'initiating structure', and
organizational criteria--a review. Personnel

Psychology, 1966, 19, 349-361.

Rorman, A.K. Toward a hypothesis of work behavior. Jourpal
aof Applied Psychology, 1970, 54, 31-41.

Kravetz, D. Sex role concepts of women. Journal of

Congulting and Clinical Psychology, 1976, 44,437-443.

Larwood, L., Wood, M.M., and Inderlied, S.D. Training

women for management: New problems, new solutions.




148
Academy of Management Review, 1978, 3, 584-593.

Lewin, K., Lippit, G., and White, R.K. Patterns of
aggressive behavior in experimentally created social

climates. Journal of Social Psychology, 1939, 18,
271-381.

Lin, N. Foundations of Social Research. New York:
McGraw-Hill, 1976.

Locksley, A., Borgida, E., Brekke, N., and Hepburn, C. Sex
stereotypes and social judgment. Journal of Personality
and Social Psychology, 1988, 39(5), 821-831.

Maccoby, E.E. (Ed.). The Development of Sex Differences.

Stanford: Stanford University Press, 1966.

Maier, N.R.F. Problem-Solving Discussions and Conferences:
Leadership Methods and Skills. New York: McGraw-Hill,
1963,

Margerison, C. and Glube, R. Leadership decision-making:
An empirical test of the Vroom and Yetton model. The

Journal of Management Studies, 1979, , 45-55.

McCauley, C., Stitt, C.L., and Segal, M. Stereotyping:

From prejudice to prediction. Psychological Bulletin,
1980, 87(1), 195-288.




149

McClelland, D.C. Toward a theory of motive acquisition.

American Psychologist, 1965, 28, 321-333.

McKee, J.P., and Sherriffs, A.C. The differential
evaluation of males and females. Jourpnal of
Personality, 1957, 25, 356-371.

Mitchell, T.R., Biglan, A., Oncken, G.R., and Fiedler,

F.E. The contingency model: Criticism and suggestions.

Academy of Management Journal, 1976, 13, 253-267.

Nowacki, C.M., and Poe, C.A. The concept of mental health
as related to sex of person perceived. Journal of
Consulting and Clinical Psychology, 1973, 48, 1680.

O'Leary, V.E. Some attitudinal barriers to occupational

aspirations in women. Psychological Bulletin, 1974, 81,
804-820.

Osborn, R.N., and Vicars, W.M. Sex stereotypes: An
artifact in leader behavior and subordiate satisfaction

analysis? Academy of Management Journal, 1976, 19,
439-449,

Parsons, T. Family structure and the socialization of the
child. In T. Parsons and R.F. Bales (Eds.), Family
Socialization and Interaction Processes. New York: Free

Press of Glencoe, 1955.




150

Pheterson, G.I., Kiesler, S.B., and Goldberg, P.A.
Evaluation of the performance of women as a function of
their sex, achievement, and personal history. Jourpnal

of Personality and Social Psychology, 1971, 19,
114-118.

Preston, M.G., and Heinz, R.K. Effects of participatory
vs. supervisory leadership on group judgement. Journal
of Abnormal and Social Psychology, 1949, 44, 345-355.

Price, R.H., and Bouffard, D.L. Behavioral appropriateness
and situational constraints as dimensions of social

behavior. Journal of Personality and Social Psychology,
1974, 38, 579-586.

Riger, S., and Galligan, P. Women in management: An

exploration of competing paradigms. American
Bsychologist, 1980, 35(10), 902-918.

Rosen, B., and Jerdee, T.H. Effects of employee's sex and
threatening versus pleading appeals on managerial
evaluations of grievances. Journal of Applied
Psychology, 1975, 68, 442-445.

Rosenkrantz, P., Vogel, S., Bee, H., Broverman, I., and
Broverman, D.M, Sex-role stereotypes and self-concepts
in college students. Journal of Congulting and Clinical
Psychology, 1968, 32(3), 287-295.




151

Safilios-Rothschild, C. Sex Role Socialization and Sex
Discrimination: A Synthesis and Critique of the
Literature. Washington, D.C.: National Institute of

Education (Health, Education, and Welfare), 1979.

Sales, S.M. Supervisory style and productivity: Review and

theory. Personnel Bsychology, 1966, 19, 275-286.

Sanford, F.H. Authoritarjianism and Leadership: A Study of
the Follower's Orientation to Authority. Philadelphia:

Institute for Research in Human Relations, 1958.

Schein, E.H. Organizational Psychology (3rd ed.).
Englewood Cliffs, NJ: Prentice-Hall, 1984.

Schein, V.E. The relationship between sex role stereotypes

and requisite management characteristics. Journal of

Applied Psychology, 1973, 57, 95-100.

Schein, V.E. Relationship between sex role stereotypes and

requisite management characteristics among female

managers. Journal of Applied Psychology, 1975, 68,
340-344.

Schlossberg, N.K., and Goodman, J. Imperatives for change:

Counselor use of the strong vocaticnal interest blank.

Impact, 1972, 2(1), 25-29.

Schneider, D.J., Hasdorf, A.H., and Ellsworth, P.C. Person




152

Perception (2nd Ed.). Reading, MA: Addison-Wesley
Publishing Co., 1979.

Seward, G.H. Sex and the Social Order. New York:
McGraw-Hill, 1946.

Schriesheim, C., and Kerr, S. Psychometric properties of
the Ohio State leadership scales. Psychological
Bulletin, 1974, 81, 756-765.

Siegel, P.M. Prestige in the American Occupational
Structure, Unpublished Ph.D, dissertation, University

of Chicago, 1971.

Stogdill, R.M. Manual for the Leader Behavior Description
Questionpnaire--Form XII. Columbus: Ohio State

University, Bureau of Business Research, 1963.

Stogdill, R.M. Validity of leader behavior descriptions.
Personnel Psychology, 1969, 22, 153-158.

Stogdill, R. M. Handbook of Leadership: A Survey of Theory
and Research. New York: Free Press, 1974.

Tagiuri, R. Person perception. In G. Lindzey and E.

Aronson (Eds.), The Handbook of Social Psychology (2nd
ed.) Vol. III. Reading MA: Addison-Wesley, 1969.

Tavris, C. Men and women report their views on

e

T en




153

masculinity. Psychology Today, 1977, 82, 34-42, !

Taylor, M.S., and Ilgen, D.R. Employees' reactions to male
and female managers: Is there a difference?

Procedingsof the Academy of Management, 1979.

Taylor, S.E., Fiske, S.T., Etcoff, N.L., and Ruderman,
A.J. The categorical and contextual basis of person
memory and stereotyping. Journal of Personality and
Social Psychology, 1978, 36, 778-793.

Terborg, J.R. Women in management: A research review.

Journal of Applied Psychology, 1977, 62, 647-664.

Terborg, J.R., and Ilgen, D.R. A theoretical approach to
sex discrimination in traditional masculine

occupations. QOrganizational Behavior and Human
Performance, 1975, 13, 352-376.

Thornton, A., and Freedman, D. Consistency of sex role

attitudes of women, 1962-1977: Evidence from a panel

study. American Sociological Review, 1979, 44, 831-842.

Touhey, J.C. Effects of additional men on prestige and
desirability of occupations typically performed by
women. gournal of Applied Social Psychology, 1974,
4(4), 330-335, [a]

Touhey, J.C. Effects of additional women professionals on




154

ratings of occupational prestige and desirability.

Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 1974, 29,
86-89. [b]

Tyler, L. Ihe Psychology of Humap Differences (2nd ed.).
New York: Appleton-Century-Crofts, 1965

U.S. Bureau of the Census. Census of the Population: 1978.
Vol. 1. Characteristics of the Population. Washington,

D.C.: Government Printing Office, 1973.

Vroom, V.H., Can leaders learn to lead? QOrganizational
Dynamics, 1976, 4(3), 17-28. [a]

Vroom, V.H. Leadership, in M.D. Dunnette (ed.), Handbook

of Industrial and Organizational Psychology. Chicago:
Rand McNally, 1976, 1527-51. [bl

Vroom, V.H. and Jago, A.G. On the validity of the

Vroom-Yetton model. Journal of Applied Psychology,
1978, 63, 151-162.

Vroom, V.H. and Yetton, P.W. Leadership and
Decision-Making. Pittsburgh: University of Pittsburgh
Press, 1973.

Vroom, V.H., Yetton, D.W., and Jago, A.G. Combined Problem
Set. New Haven, Conn.: Yale University, School of

Organization and Management, 1974.




155

Vroom, V.H., Yetton, D.W., and Jaqgo, A.G. Problem Set #5.
New Haven, Conn.: Yale University, School of

Organization and Management, 1976.

Werner, L. MBA: The fantasy and the reality. Working

Homan, December, 1979, 37.

Wylie, R. The Self Concept. Lincoln: University of
Nebraska Préss, 1961.

Ziller, R.C. Four techniques of decision making under

uncertainty. American Psychologist, 1954, 9, 498.




156

APPENDIX A: Factor Analysis Table




157

TABLE i
ractor Loadings of Rating Scales from Tactor inalys.s

with Varimax Potation

Scale Factors
Likeability Process Pctency
Good-Bad p.23pe18 0.30223 2.21734
Ineffective-Effective g.l12808 8.69227 0.11448
Lower Morale-Raise Morale 2.69402 B.41620 -9.287¢00
Appropriate-lnappropriate 9.13587 2.69e31 8.24787
Uses Time Poorly-Well 2.13273 2.39123 9.43383
. Wise~Fooiish 0.16986 @.7786¢ 9.31798
Low Quality-Righ Quality 9.19156 P.66767 2.2885%2
Accepted-Rejected 2.45381 9.4870% -0.07383
Good-Bad for Organization 0.14438 8.74426 0.21420
Likeable-Not Likeable 8.78487 0.:5063 0.02846
Poor Leacder-Good Leader 9.33153 0.3996% 2.50411
Stong-Weak -8.19p98 0.20347 2.71839
Passive-Active -0.10283 0.17968 0.74419
Intelligent-Unintelligent 9.23730 8.35416 8.4847%6¢
Indecisive-Decisive -8.25976 0.15895 6.71302
74 Cold-Warm 0.79981 €.04176 0.12839
4 Competent-Inconpetent ¢.88228 0.38600 2.59335
3 Tough-Soft -9.54283 @.£9399 €.54252
Lazy-Haré Working 2.18243 0.04882 0.72191
Flexible-Inflexible 9.77823 ¢.2558¢ -0.06583
' Uncollaborative~Collaborative @.62098 0.19291 -0.8576%
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TABLE 1
Means and Standarc¢ Deviat.ons for Ratings of

the Declsion Process: Female Subjects

MASCULINE FEMININE
MALE FEMALE MALE FEMALE
A 3 A G A G A G
A T.ee 3.267 5.457 £.333 4.972 3.743 2.229 3.95¢
(2.231) il.858) (2.268&) (1.527) (2.421} '1,153) (1,538} (2.744,
E 3 7 7 7 7 4
¢ 4.55¢2 6.580 3.450 6.24¢0 5.85¢ s.52¢ 4.300 -
(1.449)  (.424) (1.585) (l.412} (1.603) (1.171) (.845: -
5 2 8 5 4 £ 2 [’

Nctes: 1, The twc rowe refer tc the leacder's behavic:r, while the eight
cciumns refer te the prescripticn,

-

2. Numters in parentheses &re standaré deviations.

TABLE 2
Yeans and Standard Deviaticns fcr Ratings ¢f

the Leader's Competence: Female Sutjects

MASCULINE FEMININE
MALE FEMALE MALE FEMALE
A G A G A G A G
A 6.200 4.75@ 5.208e 2.333 5.833 4.233 4,905 S.0883
(.96¢; (1.772) (2.236) (.577) (2.216) (1.782) (2.3%4) (1.772;
- 4 7 3 8 8
G 4.960 7.167 6.000 5.608 6.000 5.800 5.508 7.333
(1.918) (.236) (2.P60) (2.881) (1,515) (.658) (.797) (8.)
9 2 8 5 4 H 2 1

Notes: 1. The two rows refer to the leader's behavior, whiie the eight
columns refer to the prescription.

2. Numbers in parentheses are standard deviations.
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TABLE 3

e ub kRl ol RS TR

K Means and Standarc Deviaticns fcr Ratings cf

Decisicn Quality: Female Subjects

MASCULINE FEMININE
! MALE FEMALE MALE FEMALE
4 A G A G A S A G
E
; A £.80¢ 3.667 z.0ee 3.333 5.73¢C 4.378 6.96¢ 4.500
? (.447 . 12,517, {2.338) (37T 12.952) (2.866. (1.414, (3.129)
ft H 3 3 3 8 e < 4
L G 4.356 7.00Q 6.000 £.60¢ €.508 6.200 4.200 9.0
. (2.268) (0.9, (2.88¢° (2.851: .1.291) ({1.643) «2.2) i9.2)
E 9 2 8 s 4 5 2 1

Notes: 1. The two rows refer to zne .eader's behavior, while the e:gnt
colunmns refer to the prescrifptien.

2. Numbers in parentheses are szardarc deviations.

T TN

TRBLE 4

Means &nd Standerd Dev:aticns I¢r Ratings of

o Al ieionmn . et b T -

the Benefit for the Organization:

MASCULINE
MALE FEMALE

A G A G
A €.600 5.75¢@ 4.429 3.p08
(1.517) (2.217) (2.87%) (1.732

S 4 7 3
G 5.667 7.5e8 6.250 7.000
(2.000) (.787) (1.832) (1.581)

9 2 8 S

Female Subjects
FEMININE

MALE FEMALE

5.37¢ 3.508 6.286 4.750
12.927) (2.87@) (i.l1e; ,.9%7
8 8 7 4

6.0e0 5.600 4$.5080 9.00e
(1.155) (2.7@82) (2.121) (@2.2)
4 5 ‘ 1

Notes: 1. The two rows refer to the leader's behavior, while the eight
columns refer to the prescription.

2. Numbers in patentheses are standard deviations.
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This questionnare is part of a joint Columbaia
University ancd New York University project concerned with
understanaing benavior in the workplace. The questionnaire
contains one story that descrites a manager who has a
decasion to make. As you read the story, imagine that vou
work for this manager., Both youz boss's name and job title,
ana ygur job title appear at the top of the story.

Following the story is a page of questions askirg for
your reactions to your boss's decision, There are no right
or wrong answers. Nine-point scales are provided. Circle
the cne number that is closest to your answer. For example,
iz you were asked to rate how you feel today:

very happy 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 very unhappy
If you are very happy, you should circle *1°, 1f vou are
ne:zner very unhappy nor very happy., you should circle *S",

§{ you are very unhappy, you should circle *®9". Remember,
there are no 'rignt' or 'wrong' answers.

Your responses to the story will be kept strictly
CONFIDENTIAL. You will not be asxed to give vour name.

Thank you for vcur cooperation.
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The manager i~ the following Story has to maxe a decision.
S/he has two options :n making this dec:ision. The zanager
car:

1. MAKE TEE DECISION ALONE.

2. GET THE SUBORDINATES TOGETHER AND HAVE TRE
GROUFP COME TO A DECISION.

At the end of the story, the manager's choice Dbetween
these two options is presented. Wwe are interesteé in your
reactions to this choice and wnat 1t tell you about that
manager. We recogn:ze that you have min:imal information
about tne manager and the situaticn. Nonetheless, we are
intereste¢ . your BEST GUESS in reszonse to eacn Ques:tion.
Please answer every guestion.
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Summary Sheet for the Instruments

CASE # CONTEXT LDR GENDER PRESCRIPTION BEHAVIOR
1111 Masculine Male AI Al
1112 " " Al GII
1121 " " GI1I AX
1122 n " GII Al
1211 Masculine Female Al AT
1212 " " Al GII
1221 " " GII Al
1222 n n GII GII
2111 Feminine Male Al Al
2112 " n Al GII
2121 " " GII Al
2122 " n GII GII
2211 Feminine Female AT Al
2212 " " Al GII
2221 " " GII Al
2222 " " GII GII

Note: Al refers to an AUTOCRATIC prescription or behavior,
while GII refers to a PARTICIPATIVE prescription or
behavior.

IERFLOFESIE. L vy i 2 -




CASE 1111
YOUR BOSS: Paul Jackson, Systems Analyst
YOUR POSITION: Assistant Systems Analyst

Your boss is the senior systems analyst in charge of an operations
research section in a medium-sized manufacturing company. You are one
of six assistant analysts who work for him. Your boss must now estimate
your expected work rate in order to schedule the introduction of nevw
computerized equipment to the section. The changes require the section
to complete most cf {ts work prior to the addition of the new sachines.

Your boss knows the normal work rate of the section and has all the
data he needs to compute the likely rate of speed in the foreseeable
future. There is always some uncertainty associated with these
estimates stemming from factors such as unexpected design contracts
which cannot be forecast with complete accuracy. Your boss has
calculated the wearliest and the latest times at which he believes the
bulk of the upcoming analysis projects will be conpleted. Be must make
a decision within the hour between these estimates. It is importart
that his estimate be as accurate as possitle; an underestimate will
result in incompleted analyses of assigned projects when the new
equipment arrives, and an overestimate will result in idle analysts.

Your boss, you, and the other assistant analysts stand to receive a
bonus if your boss's estimate is correct. Your boss: knows from bitter
experience that you and the other analysts often exaggerate ycur ability
to quickly complete assigned jobs, but often complete such tasks behind
schedule,

YOUR BOSS, THE SYSTEMS ANALYST, BAS CONSIDERED TEE PROBLEM ON HIS
OWN, BE PLANS TO MAKE A DECISION, BY BIMSELF, BASED ON THE INFORMATION
THAT BE HAS.

CASE 1112
YCUR BOSS: Paul Jackson, Systems Analyst
YCUX POSITION: Assistant Systems Anaiyst

Your boss is the senior systems analyst in charge of an operations
research section in a medium-sized manufacturing company. You are one
of six assistant analysts who work for him. Your bosg must now estimate
your expected work rate in order to schedule the introduction of new
computerized equipment to the section. The changes require the section
to complete most of its work prior to the addition of the new machines.

Your boss knows the normal work rate of the section and has all the
data he needs to compute the likely rate of speed in the foreseeable
future, There 1is always sope uncertainty associated with these
estizates stemming from factors such as unexpected design contracts
which cannot be forecast with corplete accuracy. Your boss has
calcuiated the earliest and the latest times at which he believes the
bulk of the upcoming analysis projects will be completed. He must make
a decision within the hour between these estimates, It is important
that his estimate be as accurate as possible; an underest:mate will
result in incompleted analyses of assigned projects when the new
equipment arrives, and an overestipate will result in idle analysts.

Yocur boss, you, and the other assistant analysts stand to receive a
bonus if your boss's estirate is correct. Your boss knows from bitter
experience that you and,che other analysts often exaggerate your ability
to guicxly complete assigned jobs, but often complete such tasks behind
schedule.

YOUR BOSS, THE SYSTEMS ANALYST, BAS DISCUSSED THE PROBLEM WITH ALL
TBE ANALYSTS TOGETEER AS A GROUP, ENCOURAGING THEM TO GENERATE
ALTERNATIVES AND REACH AGREEMENT ON A DECISION. BE PLANS TO ACCEPT ANY
DECISION WBICE HAS TBE SUPPORT OF TEE ENTIRE GROUP.
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CASE 1121
YOUR BOSS: Mark Palmer, Agricultural Scientist
YCUr POSITION: Assistant Agricultural Scientist

Your boss is the agricultural scientist at a small southwestern
agricultural research firm. He has worked there for the past 25 years.
Just recently, you and your colleague were hired as assistant
agricultural scientists/researchers after completing your B.A.s at a
nearby university. Your boss has just learned that he will be
responsible for a large research project from your principal client.
The project will be divided into 8ix equivalent sections; you, your
boss, and your colleague will each undertake two sections.

It is now twc months before the start ¢f the project. Your Dboss
has had one meeting with the members of his "team"; it was the firest
time that he had done more than exchange greetings with you in the hall.
Be was impressed by the outline for the research approach that you and
your colleague both advocate. In many ways the outline differs from the
approach that your boss has developed over the years, but it was clear
to him that this difference was a result of your academic training
ratner than a lack of research experience.

Your boss was surprised by your outspoken opposition to & common
research design and common evaluation criteria for all six sections. Be
explained that this practice is a matter of long-standing company policy
witn regaré to research conducted for clients. You and your colleague
accepted thas policy but gave your boss the impression that his
explanation had not affected your views on the subject.

Today your boss received a phone call from the firm's client, who
wanted to know which research design would be used for the project, as
the design affects his crop spraying and use of fertilizer. After
telling the client that his reply will be in by the end of the week,
your boss reviewed the alternatives, There are at least £1x research
designs availaole, but of these, only three or four are worthy of any
consideration, His previous use cf each approacn has left him with a
fairiy strong preference for one of them.

He st:rcngly believes that it is important for the client to have a
design towarcés which the researcher is confident and comritted. This is
particularly true when the scientist has little field resea:ch
experience. The major factor which bothers him and prevents him fronm
paking an immediate decision is his concern over two conflicting points:
(1) the firm's policy requires a common design arnd evaluation procecure,
ana (2) the two of you might be more successful if allowed to use the
design of your choice,

YOURr BOSS, TBE AGRICULTURAL SCIENTIST, HAS CONSIDERED PPROBLEM ON
E1S OWn. HE PLANS TO MARE A DECISION, BY HIMSELF, BASED ON TEE
INFORMATICON TEAT BE HAS.
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CASE 1122
YOUR BOSS: Mark Palmer, Agricultural Scientist
YOUr POSITION: Assistant Agricultural Scientist

Your boss is the agricultural scientist at a small southwestern
agracultural cresearch firm. BHe has worked there for the past 25 years.
Just recently, you and your colleague were hired as assistant
agricultural scientists/researchers after completing your B.A.s at a
nearby university. Your boss has just learned that he will be
responsible for a large research project from your princapal client.
The project will be divided intco six equal sections; you, Yyour boss,
ana your colleague will each underztake two sections.

It is now two months before the start of the project. Your boss
has had one meeting with the members of his “"team®; it was the first
time that he had done more than exchange greetings with you in the hall.
Be was impressed by the outline for the research approach that you and
your cclleaque both advocate. In many ways the outline differs from the
approach that your boss has developed over the years, but it was clear
to him that this difference was a result of your academic training
rather than a lack of research experience.

Your boss wag surprised by your outspoken opposition to a common
zesearch design and common evaluation criteria for all six sections. He
explained that this practice is a matter of long-standing company policy
witn regaré to research conducted for clients. You and your colleague
accepted this policy but gave your boss the impression that his
explanation had not affected your views on the subject.

Today your boss received a phone call from the firm‘'s client, who
wanted to know which research design would be used for the projec:, as
the design affects his crop spraying and use of fertilizer, After
telling the client that his reply will be in by the end of the veek,
your boss reviewed the alternatives. There are at least six research
designs available, but of these, only three or four are worthy of any
consideration. Bis previous use of each approach has left him with a
fairly strong preference for one of them.

He strongly believes that it is important for the client to have a
design towards which the researcher is confident and committed. This is
particularly true when the scientist bhas little field research
experience. The major factor which bothers him and prevents him from
making an immediate decision is his concern over two conflicting points:
(1) the firm's policy requires a common design and evaluation procedure,
ano (2) the two of you might be more successful 1f ailowed to use the
design of your choice.

YOUR BOSS, THE AGRICULTURAL SCIENTIST, HAS DISCUSSED TEE PPRCBLEM
WITE ALL TEE ASSISTANT SCIENTISTS TOGETHER AS A GROUP, ENCOUPAGING TEEM
TO GENERATE ALTERNATIVES AND REACH AGREEMENT ON A DECISION. HE PLANS TC
ACCErt ANY DECISICN WHICH HAS THE SUPPCRT OF TEE ENTIRE GROUP.
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CASE 1211
YOUx BOSS: Paula Jackson, Systems Analyst
YOUR POSITION: Assistant Systems Analyst

Your boss is the senicr systems analyst in charge of an operations
research section in a medjum-sized manufacturing company. You are one
of Six assistant analysts who work for her. Your boss must now estimate
your expected work rate in order to schedule the introduction of new
computerized equipment to the section. The changes require the section
to complete most of its work prior to the addition of the new machines.

Your boss knows the normal work rate of the section and has all the
data she needs to compute the likely rate of speed in the foreseeable
fuiture. There is always some uncertainty associated with these
estizates stemming from factors such as unexpected design contracts
which cannot be forecast with complete accuracy. Your boss has
calculated the earliest and the latest times at which she believes the
bulk of the upcoming analysis projects will be completed. She must make
a decision within the hour between these estimates. It :s important
that her estimate be as accurate as possible; an underestimate will
result in incompleted analyses of assigned projects when the new
ecuipment arrives, and an cverestimate will result in idle analysts.

Your boss, you, and the other assistant analysts stand to receive a
bonus if your boss's estimate is correct. Your boss knows from bitter
experience that you and the other analysts often exaggerate your atility
toh quickly complete assigned jobs, but often complete such tasks beh:ind
schedule.

YOUR BOSS, THE SYSTEMS ANALYST, EAS CONSIDERED THE PROBLEM ON HER
OWN., SHE PLANS TO MAKE A DECISION, BY BERSELF, BASED ON THE INFORMATION
THAT SHE BAS.

CASE 1212
YOUN BOSS: Paule Jackson, Systems Analyst
YCUN POSITION: Assistant Systems Analyst

Your boss is the senior systems analyst in charge ¢f an operations
research section in a medium—Bized manufacturing ccmpany. You are cne
of Bix assistant analysts who work for her. Your boss must now estimate
your expected work rate in order to schedule the introduction of new
computerized equipment to the section. The changes require the section
to complete most of its work pripr to the addition of the new machines.

Your boss knows the normal work rate of the secticn and has all the
data she needs to compute the likely rate of speed in the foreseeable
future. There is always some uncertainty associated with these
estimates stemming from factors such as unexpected design contracts
which cannot be forecast with complete accuracy. Your boss has
calculated the earliest and the latest times at which she believes the
bulk of the upcoming analysis projects will be completed. She must make
a decision within the hour between these estirates. It is important
that her estimate be as accurate as possikle; an underestimate will
result in incompleted analyses of assigned projects when the new
equipment arrives, and an overestimate will result in idle analysts.

Your boss, you, and the other assistant analysts stand to receive a
bonus if your boss's estimate ig correct. Your boss knows from bitter
experience that you and the other analysts often exaggerate your ability
to quickly complete assigned jobs, but often complete such tasks behind
schedule,

YOUR BOSS, THE SYSTEMS ANALYET, HAS DISCUSSED TEE PROBLEM WITH ALL
TE:  ANALYSTS TOGETHER AS A GROUP, ENCOURAGING THEM TO GENERATE
ALTERNATIVES AND REACH AGREEMENT ON A DECISION., SHE PLANS TO ACCEPT ANY
DECISION WHICH HAS TEE SUPPORT OF THE ENTIRE GROUP.
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CASE 1221
YOUR BOSS: Marcia Palmer, Agricultural Scientist
YCUR POSITION: Assistant Agricultural Scientist

Your bose is the agricultural scientist at a smpall southwestern
agricultural research firm. She has worked there for the past 25 years.
Just recently, you and your colleague were hired as assistant
agricultural scientists/researchers after completing your B.A.s at a
nearby universaity. Your boss has Jjust Jearned that she will be
responsitle for a large research project from your principal client.
The project will be divided into six equivalent seciions; you, your
boss, and your colleague will each undestake twe sections.

It 1s now two months before the start of the project. Your boss
has had one meeting w:'th the members of her "team®”; it was the first
time that she had done mcre than exchange greetings with you in the
hall. She was impressed by the outline for the research approach that
you and your colleague both advocate. In many ways the outline differs
from the approach that your boss has developed over the years, but it
was clear to her that this difference was a result of your academic
training rather than a lack of research experience.

Your boss was surprised by your outspoken opposition to a common
research design and common evaluation criteria for all six sections.
She explained that this practice is a matter of long-standing company
policy with regard to research conducted for clients. You and your
colleague accepted this policy but gave your boss the impression that
her explanation had not affected your views on the subject.

Today your boss received a phone call frox the firm's client, who
wanted to know which research design would be used for the project, as
tne design affects his crop spraying and use of fertilizer. After
telling the client that her reply will be in by the end of the week,
your boss reviewed the alternatives, There are at least six research
designs ava:lable, but of these, only three or four are worthy of any
consideraticn. Her previous use of eacnh approach has left her with a
fair.y strong preference for one cof them.

She strengly believes that it is important for the client to have a
derign towards which the researcher is confident and comritted. This is
particularl]y true when the scientist has little fielc research
experience. The major factor which bothers her and prevents her frem
making an immediate decision is her concern over two contlicting points:
(1) the firm's policy requires a common design and evajuaticn procedure,
ano (2) the two of you might be more successful if allowed to use the
design of your choice.

YOUR BOSS, TEE AGRICULTURAL SCIENTIST, BAS CONSICERED PROBLEM ON
HER OWN, SHE PLANS TO MAKE A DECISION, BY BERSELF, BASED ON THE
INFORMATICON THAT SHE EAS.
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CASE 1222
YOUx BOSS: Marcia Palmer, Agricultural Scientist
YOUR POSITION: Assistant Agricultural Scientist

Your boss is the agricultural scientist at a small southwestern
agricultural research firm. She has worked there for the past 25 years.
Just recently, you and your colleague were hired as assistant
agricultural scientists/researchers after completing .your B.A.s at a
nearby university. Your boss has just learned that she will be
responsible for a large research project from your principal client.
The project will be divided into six equivalent sections; you, your
boss, anc your colleague will each undertake two sections.

It is now two months before the start of the project. Your boss
bas had one meeting with the wmembers of her "team”; it was the first
time that she had done more than exchange greetings with you in the
hali. She was impressed by the outline for the research approach that
you anc your colleague both advocate. 1In many ways the outline differs
fror the approach that your boss has developed over the years, but it
was clear to her that this difference was a result of you:r academic
trairing rather than a lack of research experience.

Your boss wae surprised by your outspoken opposition to a common
research design and common evaluation criteria for all six sections.
She explained that this practice is a matter of long-standing company
policy witn regard to research conducted for clients. You and your
colleague accepted this policy but gave your boss the impression that
her explanation had not affected your views on the subject.

Today your boss received a phone call from the firm's client, who
wanted to know which research design would be used for the project, as
the design affects his crop sprayirg and use of fertilizer. After
teliing the client that her regly will be in by the end of the week,
your boss reviewed the alternatives. There are at least 8ix research
designs available, but cf these, cnly three or four are worthv of any
ccnsiderat:on. Ber previous use of each approach has lJeft her with a
fairly strong preference for one of them.

She strongly believes that it is :mportant for the client to have a
design towards which the researcher is confident and committed. This is
particularly true when the scientist has little field researcn
experience. The major factor which bothers her and prevents her from
making an immediate decision is her concern over two conflicting points:
(1) the firm's policy requires a common design and evaluation procedure,
ana (2) the two of you might be more successful if allowed to use the
design of your choice.

YOUR BOSS, TBE AGRICULTURAL SCIENTIST, BAS DISCUSSED THE PROBLEM
WITBE ALL THE ASSISTANT SCIENTISTS TOGETHER AS A GROUP, ENCOURAGING TBEM
TO GENERATE ALTERNATIVES AND REACE AGREEMENT ON A DECISION. SHE PLANS
TO ACCErtr ANY DECISION WHICH HAS TBE SUPPORT OF TBE ENTIRE GROUP.
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. CASE 2111
YOUx BOSS: Paul Jackson, Dental Hygienist
YOUx POSITION: Assistant Dental EHygaienist

Your boss is the senior dental hygienist 1n charge of a large
dentai elinic. You are one of six assistant hygienists who work for
him. Your boss Eust now estimate your group's expected use of dental
supplies in order to schedule deliveries to the clinic,

Your boss knows the nature of the patient load and he has all of
the data he needs to compute your likely usage rate. There is alvays
some uncertainty connected with such estimates stemming from emergencies
ana an influx of new patients which cannot be forecast with complete
accuracy. Your boss has calculated the least and the wmost supplies
necessary for the quarter. BHe must make a a decision within the hour
between these estimates, It is important that his estimates be as
accurate as possible; an underestipate will render the clinic unable to
hancle the patient load, and an overestimate results in tying up
expensive materials for a period of time bDefore they are to be used.

Your boss, you, and the other assistant hygienists stand to receive
a bonus if your boss's estimate is correct. You: boss knows from bitter
experience that you and the other hygienists often exaggerate
requirements to eliminate any poesibility that you would ever be held up
by a possible lack of supplies, but often fail to use these supplies.

YOUR BOSS, TEBE DENTAL HYGIENIST, BAS CONSIDERED THE PROBLEM ON 8IS

2::; SEB§A§LANS TO MAKE A DECISION, BY HIMSELF, BASED ON THE INFORMATION

CASE 2112
YOUR BOSS: Paul Jackson, Dental Bygienist
YOUR POSITION: Assistant Dental Bygienist

vour boss is the senior dental hygienist in charge of a large
dental clinic. You are one of six asgistant hygienists who work for
him. Your boss Dust now estimate your group's expected use of dental
supplies in order to schedule deliveries to the clinic,

Your boss knows the nature of the patient load and he bhas all of
the data he needs to compute your iikely usage rate. There is alvays
some uncertainty connected with such estimates stemming fron emergencies
ana an influx of new patients which cannot be forecast with complete
accuracy. Your boss has calculated the least and the most supplies
necessary for the quarter. He must make a a decision within the hour
between these estimates. It is important that his estimates be as
accurate as possible; an underestimate will render the clinic unable to
hanale the patient load, and an overestimate results in tying up
expensive materials for a period of time before they are to be used.

Your boss, you, and the other assistant hygienists stand to receive
a bonus if your boss's estimate is correct. Your boss knows from bitter
experience that you and the other hygienists often exaggerate
requirements to eliminate any possibility that you would ever be held up
by a possible lack of supplies, but often fail to use these supplies.

YOUR BOSS, THE DENTAL HYGIENIST, BAS DISCUSSED THE PROBLEM WITH ALL
TH: HYGIENISTS TOGETHER AS A GROUP, ENCOURAGING THEM TO GENERATE
ALTERNATIVES AND REACE AGREEMENT CN A DECISION. BE PLANS TC ACCEPT ANY
DECISIUN WHICE HAS THE SUPPORT OF TEE ENTIRE GROUP.
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CASE 2121
YOUR BOSS: Mark Palmer, Kindergarten Teacher
YOUK POSITION: Assistant Kindergarten Teacher

Your boss is the senior kindergarten school taacher at a large
urban school. He bhas taught there for the past 25 years. Just
recently, you and your collesgue were hired as assistant kindergarten
teachers atter completing your B.A.s &t a neardby university. Next
semester, your boss will be responsible for the large kindergarten class
that wiil be taken by about 68 children. The class will be taught in
six equal sections; Yyou, your boss, and your colleague will each teach
two sections.

It is now two months before the start of the semester. Your boss
has had one meeting with the members of his "team”; it was the first
time that he had done more than exchange greetings with you in the hall.
Be was impressed by the outline for the class that you and your
colleague both advocate. In many ways the outline differs from the
approach that your boss has developed over the years, but it was clear
to him that this difference was a result of your training rather than a
lack of teaching experience.

Your boss was surprised by your outspoken opposition to a common
set of educational materials for sll six sections. BHe explained that
this practice is a matter of long-standing school policy with regard to
the kindergarten classes, You and your colleague accepted that this
policy would apply to the course but gave your boss the impression that
his explanation had not affected your views on the subject.

Today your boss received a phone call from the local bookstore
wanting to know which materials to order for the class. After telling
him that the order will be in by the end of the week, he reviewed the
alternatives. There are at least a dozen sets of materials availapie,
but of these, only three or four are worthy of arny consideraticn. Exs
previous use oOf each set has left him with a fairly strong preference
for one of them.

He strongly believes that it 18 important for the irnstructional
materiais to be both good for the children and tc have the confidence
anc commitment of the teachers. This is particularly true when the
instructor has little teaching experience, The major factcr which
bothers him and prevents him from making an immediate decision is his
concern over two conflicting points: (1} school policy requires 2
common set of materials, and (2) the two of you might be more successful
{f allowed to use the trescurces of your choice.

YOUR BOSS, TBE KINDERGARTEN TEACHER, BAS CONSIDERED THE PROBLEM ON
HIS OWN. HE PLANS 70 MAKE A DECISION, BY BIMSELF, BASED ON TEE
INFORMATION TBAT HBE HAS.
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CASE 2122
YOUr BOSS: Mark Palmer, Kindergarten Teacher
YOUR POSITION: Assistant Kindergarten Teacher

Your boss is the senior kindergarten school teacher at a large
urban school. Be has taught there for the past 25 years. Just
tecently, you and your colleague were hired as ssistant Kkindergarten
teachers atter completing your B.A.S at a nearby unjversity. Next
semester, your boss will be responsible for the large kindergarten class
that wiil be taken by about 60 children. The class will be taught in
six equal sections; you, your boss, and your colleague will each teach
tvo sections.

It is now twe months before the start of the semester, Your boss
has had one meeting with the members of his "team®; it was the first
time that he had done more than exchange greetings with you in the haill.
He was impressed by the outline for the class that you and your
colleague both advocate. In many ways the outline differs frox the
approach that your boss has developed over the years, but it was clear
to him that this difference was a result of your training rather than a
lack of teaching experience.

Your boss was surprised by your outspoken opposition to a common
set of educational materials for all six sections. He explained that
this practice is a matter of long-standing school policy with regard to
the Kkindergarten classes. You and your colleague accepted that this
policy would apply to the course but gave your boss the impression that
his explanation had not affected your views on the subject.

Today your bose received a phone call from the local bookstore
wanting to know which materials to order for the class. After telling
him that the order will be in by the end of the week, he reviewed the
alterratives. There are at least a dozen sets of materials available,
bur of these, only three or four are worthy of any consideration. Bis
previous use of each set has left him with a fairly strong preference
for one of them.

He strongly believes that it is important for the instructional
materials to be both good for the children and to have the confidence
ana commitment of the teachers. This is particularly true when the
instructor has little teaching experience. The major factor which
bothers him and prevents him from making an immediste decision is his
concern over two conflicting points: (1) school policy requires a
common set of materials, and (2) the two of you might be more successful
if allowed to use the resources of your choice. '

YOUR BOSS, THE RINDERGART:N TEACEER, HAS CONSIDERED TEE PROBLEM
WITHB ALL THE ASSISTANT TEACHERS TOGETHER AS A GROUP, ENCCURAGING TEEM TO
GENERATE ALTERNATIVES AND REACH AGREEMENT ON A DECISION. 3E PLANS TO
ACCEpt ANY DECISION WEICH HAS TBE SUPPORT CF THE ENTIRE GROUP.
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CASE 2211
YOUR BOSS: Pauls Jackson, Dental Hygienist
YOUx POSITION: Assistant Dental Hygienist

Your boss is the senior dental hygienist in charge of a large
dental c¢linic. You &are one of six assistant hygienists who work for
her. Your boss must now estimate your group's expected use of dental
supplies in order to schedule deliveries to the clinic.

Your boss knows the nature of the patient load and she bas all of
the data she needs to compute your likely usage rate. There is alwvays
sche uncertainty connected with such estimates stemning from emergencies
ana an influx of hnew patients which cannot be forecast with complete
accuracy. Your boss has calculated the least and the most supplies
necesgary for the quarter. She nust make a decision within the hour
between these estimates. It i important that her estimates be as
accurate as possible; an underestimate will render the clinic unable to
handle the patient lcad, and an overestimate results ir tying up
expensive materials for a period of time before they are to be used.

Your boss, you, and the other assistant lygjienists stand to receive
a bonus if your boss's estimate is correct. Your boss knows from bitter
experience that you and the other bygienists often exaggerate
requirements to eliminate any possibility that you would ever be held up
by a possitle lack of supplies, but often fail to use these supplies.

YOUR BOSS, THE DENTAL HYGIENIST, HAS CONSIDERED THE PROBLEM ON HER

OWNn. SBE PLANS TC MAKE A DECISION, BY BERSELF, BASED ON THE INFORMATION
TBAT SEE HAS.

CASE 2212
voUr BOSS: Paula Jackson, Dental Bygienist
YOUR POSITYON: Assistant Dental Bygienist

Your boss is the senior dental hygienist in charge of a large
dental clinic. You are one of gix assistant hygienists whc work for
her. Your DOES must now estimate your group's expected use c¢f dental
supplies in order to schedule deliveries to the clinic.

Your boss knows the nature of the patient load and she has all of
tnhe data she needs to compute your likely usage rate. There is always
some uncertainty connected with Such estimates stemming from emergencies
ana an influx of new patients which cannot be forecast with complete
accuracy. Your boss has calculated the least and the most suppliies
necessary for the quarter. She pust make a decision within the hour
between these estimates. It is important that her estimates be as
accurate as possitle; an underestimate will render the clinic unable to
hanale the patient lcad, and an overestimate results in tying Uup
expensive materials for a pericd of time before they are to be used.

Your bess, you, and the other assistant hygienists stand to receive
a bonus if your boss's estimate is correct. Your boss krows from bitter
experience that you and the other hygienists often exaggerate
requirements to eliminste.any possibilit; that you would ever be held up
by a possible lack of supplies, but often fail to use these supplies.

YOUR BOSS, THE DENTAL BYGIENIST, BAS DISCUSSED THE PROBLEM WITE ALL
THr MHYGIENISTS TOGETHER AS A GROUP, ENCOURAGING THEM TO GENERATE
ALTERNATIVES AND REACH AGREEMENT ON A DECISION, SHE PLANS TO ACCEPT ANY
DEC1SIUN WHICH HAS TBE SUPPORT OF THBE ENTIRE GROUP.

174




i e

CASE 2221
YOUR BOSS: Marcia Palmer, Kindergarten Teacher
YOUr POSITION: Assistant Kindergarten Teacher

Your boss is the senior kindergarten school teacher at a large
urban school. She has taught there for the past 25 years. Just
recently, you and your colleague were hired as assistant Kkindergarten
teachers arter completing your B.A.s at a nearby university. Next
semester, your boss will be responeible for the large kindergarten class
that wiil be taken by about 60 children. The class will be taught in
six equal sections; Yyou, your boss, and your colleague will each teach
two seczions.

It is now two months before the start of the semester. Your boss
has had one meeting with the members of her "team®; it was the first
time that she had done more than exchange greetings with you in the
hall. She was impressed by the outline for the class that you and your
colleague both advocate. In many ways the outline differs from the
approach that your boss has developed over the years, but it vas clear
to her that this difference was a result of vour training rathe: than a
lack of teaching experience.

Your boss was surprised by your outspoken opposition to a common
set of educational materials for all six sections. She explained that
this practice is a matter of long-standing school policy with regard to
the kindergarten classes. You and your colleague accepted that this
policy would apply to the course but gave your boss the impressicn that
her explanation had not affected your views on the subject.

Today your boss received a phone call from the local bookstore
wanting to know which materials to order for the class. After telling
him that her order will be in by the end of the week, she reviewed the
alternatives. There are at least a dozen sets of materials available,
but of these, only three cr four are worthy of any considerat:ion. Ber
previous use of each set hac left her with a fairly strong preference
for one of then.

She strongly believes that it is important for the instructional
materials to be both good for the children and to have the confidence
anoc commitment of the teachers, This is particularly true when the
instructor has little teaching experience. The major factor which
botrers her and prevents her from making an immediate decision is her
concern over two ¢onflicting points: (1) school policy requires a
common set of paterials, and (I) the two cf you might be more successful
if allowed to use the resources of your choice.

YOUR BOSS, THE KINDERGARTEN TEACEER, SAS CONSIDERED THE PROBLEM ON
HER OWN. SHE PLANS TO MARE A DECISION, BY BERSELF, BASED ON TEE
INFORMATION THAT SHE HAS.
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CASE 2222
YOUx BOSS: Marcia Palmer, Kindergarten Teacher
YOUR POSITION: Assistant Kindergarten Teacher

Your boss is the senior kindergarten school teacher at a large
urban school. She has taught there for the past 25 years. Just
tecently, you and your colleague were hired as assistant kindergarten
teachers atter completing your B.A.s at a nearby university. Next
semester, your boss will be responsible for the large kindergarten class
that wiil be taken by about 62 children. The class will be taught in
six equal sections; you, your boss, and your colleague will each teach
two §ections.

It is now two months before the start of the semester. Your boss
has had one wmeeting with the members of her "team®™; it was the first
time that she had done more than exchange greet.ngs with you in the
hali. She was impressed by the outline for the class that you and your
colleague both advocate. In many ways the outline differs from the
approach that your boss has developed over the years, but it wvas clear
to her thau this difference was a result of your training rather than a
lack of teaching experience.

Your boss was surprised by your outspoken opposition to a cozmon
set of educational materials for all six sections. She explained that
this practice is a matter of long-standing school policy with regard to
the kindergarten classes, You and your colleague accepted that this
policy would apply to the course but gave your boss the impression that
her explanation had not affected your views on the subject.

Today your boss received a phone call from the local bookstore
wanting to Kknow which materials to order for the class. After teiling
hiz that her order will be in by the end of the week, she reviewed the
alternatives. There are at jeast a dozen gets of materiale available,
but of these, only three or four are worthy of any consideration. Ber
previous use of each set has left her with a fairly strong preference
for one of then.

She strongly believes that it is important fcr the instructional
materials to be both good for the children and to have the confidence
ang commitment of the teachers. This is particularly true when the
instructor has little teaching experience. The mnmajor factor which
bothers her and prevents her from making an immediate decision is he:
concern over ¢two conflicting points: (1) school policy requires a
common set of materials, and (2) the two of you might be more successful
if allowed to use the resources of your choice.

YOUR BOSS, TEE KINDERGARTEN TEACHER, BAS CONSIDERED TBE PPCBLEM
WITE ALL THE ASSISTANT TEACBERS TOGETHER AS A GROUP, ENCOURAGING TEEM TO
GENEFATE ALTERNATIVES AND REACH AGREEMENT ON A DECISION. SHE PLANS TO
ACCEryt ANY DECISION WBICH HAS THE SUPPORT CF THE ENTIRE GROUP.
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The following questions ask for biograghical information.
groups of people react to these Bstories.
Remember, we do nct have your name and all

:nterested in how different
Please anawer each question.
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CARD 2 ¢6)
LOCATION (c7,8)
We are

of your responses will be kept straictly confidential.

1. Whe:ze do you work and what do you do?

a. Organization:

b. Department/Division,/Unit:

¢. Job Title or Pos:it:on:

What do you do on the job?

What are your duties?

{OCC ¢9,11) (PRES cl12,13)

2. How long have you worked in

this organization? €17,19;
4. How many subcrdinates (if any)
report directly %o you?
(c23,24;
€. What is your approximate
yearly income? ______  16,28)

6. What 1s your highest educational
level? (Check one) (€3l:
— Elementary school (1)
—_Some high school (2)
—Completed high school

or equivalent (3)

—__Some college (4)
. Associate Degree
___Bachelors Degree (6]
— Graduate Degree (73
(Specify the degree and
the area of study):

{S)

(CRG cl4)

(MGTL clS5: (MGTF cl6;

3. How long have you worked in vour
current position/job? (c20,22

(]

Sex:
(c2%,

Male {(8) ___Female (1!

7. How old were you on your last
tirtnoay? (c29,39)

9. How do vou descrikbe vourself? (c3Z.

—_American Indian, Eskamo,

or Aleut (1)
—_Black or Afro-Americar (2)
——Mexican-Ame-~ican or Chicano (3}
. Oriental or Asian-American 4}
—Puerte Rican (58}
——_Hispanic or Latin-American (€
—_White (7)
—.Other (8)

(Please specify):
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APPENDIX D:

Dependent Measure Instrument
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Please answer each of the items listed below.
1. Indicate your Jjudgments of the decision-making pracedure this
manager is using.
good 1 2 2 4 5 6 7 8 9 bad clé
ineffective 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 effective cll t
] likely to lower 1 2 3 4 S 6 7 8 9  likely to raise
;. morale morale cl2
app-opriate i 2 3 4 S & 7 8 9 inappropriate 13
uses time pcorly 1 2 3 4 S 6 7 8 9 uses time well cld

E. wise 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 foolish cis
1 2. Wher all is s2id and done, what is your guess about the decisipn
1 tnat wiil be made? It will be:
| low quality 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 hign quality clé
. accepted by 2 2 3 4 ) 6 ? 8 9 resisted by
i Mot mOSt <17
: good for the 1 P 3 4 S 6 7 8 9 bad for the
3 organization orgarization clé
3. Characterize the panagzer in the story using the following scales,
likeable 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 not likeable cl@
.' poor leader 1 Z 3 4 5 5 7 8 ] gooc leader c2®
: strong 1 2 3 4 s 6 7 8 9 weax c2l 1
g fassive 1 < 3 4 H 6 7 8 9 active cas
; intelligent b 2 3 4 H 6 7 g8 9 unintelligent c©23
indecisive 1 2 3 4 s 6 7 8 9 decasive c24
coid : 2 3 4°5 6 7 8 9 warm 225
competent 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 & 9 incompetent c26
tough 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 8 soft c27 ik
lazy 1 2 3 ¢ 5 6 7 8 9 hard-working c28 )
flexible 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 & 9  inflexible €29 ‘
uncoliaborative 1 2 3 4 = 6 7 8 9 coliaborative ¢32 :

. & .m-m‘ RN T - PR o
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APPENDIX E: Group Decision-Making Processes
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Group Decision-Making Processes

You solve the problem or make the decision yourself
using the information available to you at the present
time.

You obtain any necessary information from subordinates,
then deride on the solution to the problem yourself.
You may or may not tell subordinates the purpose of your
questions or give information about the problem or
decision yoﬁ are working on. The input provided to
them is clearly in response to your request for
specific information. They do not play a role in the
definition of the problem or in generating or
evaluating alternative solutions.

You share the problem with the relevant subordinates
individually, getting their ideas and suggestions
without bringing them together as a group. Then you
make the decision. This decision may or may not
reflect your subordinates' influence.

You share the problem with your subordinates in a group
meeting. In this meeting you obtain their ideas and
suggestions. Then, you make the decision which may or
may not reflect your subordinates' influence.

You share the problem with your subordinates as a group.

Together you generate and evaluate alternatives and
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attempt to reach agreement (consensus) on a solution.
Your role is much like that of chairman, coordinating
the discussion, keeping it focused on the problem and
making sure that the critical issues are discussed.
You can provide the group with information or ideas
that you have but you do not try to "press" them to
adopt "your"™ solution and are willing to accept and
implement any solution which has the support of the

entire group.







